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I Also, petition of Callsher & Co. of New York City, protest
·lng against House bill 8887; to the Committee- on -ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of Postmaster John L. Chatfield and others, of 
Painted Post, N. Y., in favor of bill introduced by Mr. MANN for 
the closing of post offices on Sundays; to the Committee on 
the Post Office and Post Roads. 
. Also, petition of the Niagara Alkali Co., praying for a change 
in present tariff on potash so as to make the duty of 1 cent per 
.pound apply to all caustic potash, no matter in what form of 
package it may be contained, when the content of total alkali 
exceeds 85 per cent; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of· New York State Pharmaceutical Association 
in opposition to House bill 8887; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. WOOD : Resolution adopted by Local Union No. 26, 
International Union of United Brewery Workmen of America, 
of Trenton, N. J., urging immediate action by the House of 
Representatives on the resolution of investigation of the law
lessness of the acts of the arrest of John J. McNamara; to the 
.Committee on Rules. 

Also, petition of Frank N. Cole, of Readington, N. J., asking 
for a reduction of the duty on raw and refined sugars; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, resolutions adopted by Division No. 540, Amalgamated 
Association of Street and Electric Railway Employees of 
America, of Trenton, N. J., urging immediate action by tbe 
House of Representatives on the resolution of investigation of 
the lawlessness of the acts of arrest of John J. McNamara; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

SENATE. 

THURSDAY, June 1, 1911. 
The Senate met at 12 o'clock m. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. ffiysses G. B. Pierce, D. D. 

. The Secretary proceeded. to read the Journal of the proceed
ings of Monday last, when, on request of Mr. SMOOT and by 
unanimous consent, the further reading was dispensed. with and 
the Journal was approved. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS. 

The VICE PilESIDEN'.11 presented a concurrent resolution 
adopted by the Legislature of the Territory of Hawaii rela
tive to the modification of the boundaries of . the proposed 
'Kilauea National Park in that Territory, which was referred 
to the Committee on Pacific Islands and Porto Rico and ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows : 

Concurrent resolution~ 
Whereas a bill bas been introduced into the Congress of the United 

States to authorize the establishing of a national park in the region 
of the active crater of Kilauea, in the island and county of Hawaii, of 
.this Territory, to the end that the scenic wonders and volcanic phe
nomena of that region may be henceforth maintained as a public 
reservation for the benefit o:I'. all people and the enabling of scientific 
research of volcanic phenomena ; and . 

Whereas in the message of the ·governor of the Territory to the 
'present session of the legislature an expression of opinion by the legis
lature is suggested upon this important subject; and 

Whereas it is further considered by the property owners and lease
holders that will be affected by the creation of this proposed park, as 
well as by the public at large, a laudable and praiseworthy pur
pose: and 

Whereas it appears that the only opposition to the project is due to 
the boundaries of the park as in said bill described, which, it is claimed 
by the parties affected, are of greater magnitude than necessary for 
the object sought and unnecessarily take in large tracts of timber and 
grazing lands not essential to the creation of a " volcano park" ; and 

Whereas in order to allay any and all opposition to the general plan 
for a national park at Kilauea it is desirable to modify the boundaries 
defined in the bill introduced Into the Congress of the United States 
for the creation of said park on lines that will retain within the 
boundaries of the proposed national park the whole of the crater of 
Kilauea and of Kilauea-iki and other volcanic phenomena in the vicinity, 
together with a right of way from said park lines to the crater of 
Mokuaweoweo, on the summit of Mauna Loa: Therefore be it · 

Resolved by the H61tse of Representatives of the Territory of Hawaii 
(the Senate concurring), That the Congress of the United States be, and 
is hereby, petitioned and requested to create the said park on the lines 
or boundaries indicated on the memorandum and on the map attached, 
modifying, as shown thereon, the excessive area provided for in the 
original plan, it being evident that all opposition to the project will be 
then dissipated, and that the interests of all concerned, both public 
and private, will be the better subserved; and be it further 

Resolved, That the superintendent of public works be instructed 
to immediately provide a technical description of the boundaries re
ferred to in this resolution, as modifying the lines originally laid out, in 
order that the same may go forward with this resolution to Congress 
for its consideration and action ; be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution, with said technical descrip
tion, be transmitted to the President of the Senate and the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives of the United States Congress and alsp tO 
the Delegate to Congress of this Territory. . .. 

PROPOSED BOUNDARIES OF THE KILAUEA NATIONAL PARK, HAWAII. 
Beginning at a point on the west edge o:I'. the Keamoku Aa flow (lava 

flow of 1823), from which point the true azimuth and d.istance to Gov
ernment survey trig. station "Ohaikea" is 166 degrees 20 minutes, 
6,850 feet, and running by true azimuths: 

1. Along the west edge of the Keamoku lava flow in a northeasterly 
and northwesterly direction, the direct azimuth and distance being 194 
degrees 45 minutes, 15,118 feet. 

2. Two hundred and fifty-six degrees 15 minutes, 23,000 feet, more 
or less, · across the lands of Kapapala and Keauhou to the southwest 
boundary of the land of Olaa. 

3. Three . hundred and twenty-nine degrees 31 minutes, 16,200 feet, 
more or less, along the land of Olaa. 

4. Three hundred and sixty degrees, 3,500 feet, more or less, along 
the land of Keaau. · 

5. Three hundred and thirty-four degrees, '7,000 feet, along the land 
o! Kahaualea. 

6. T_wo hundred and eighty-one degrees, 30,455 feet, more or less, 
across the land of Kahaualea, passing through the north corner of the 
land of Panaunul to the north corner of the land of Laeapuki. 

7. Thirty-one degrees 30 minutes, 13,200 feet, more or less, along the 
land of Laeapuki and across the land of Panaunui. 

8. Eighty-nine degrees 40 minutes, 32,225 feet, more or less, across 
the lands of Panaunui, Apua, and Keauhou to " Pali-lele-o-Kalihipaa," 
the boundary point of the Keauhou-Kapapala boundary. 

9. Sixty-two degrees 50 minutes, 6,200 feet, across the land of 
Kllpapala. . 

10. One hundred and one degrees, 17, 700 feet, across the land of 
Kapapala to a small cone about 1,500 feet southwest of " Puu Koae " 
trig. station. 

11. One hundred and sixty-six degrees 20 minutes, 21,000 feet, across 
the land o:I'. Kapapala to the point of beginning. 

Area, 38,275 acres. 
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE 

TERRITORY OF HAW Aii, 
Honolulu, Hawaii, April 22, 1911. 

We hereby certify that the foregoing concurrent resolution was 
adopted in the House of Representatives of the Territory of Hawaii on 
the 22d day of April, A. D. 1911. 

H. L. HOLSTEIN, 
Speaker Hause of Representatives. 

EDWARD WOODWARD, 
O~erk House of Representatives. 

THE SENATE OF THE TEitRITORY OF HAW A.II, 
Honolulu, Hawaii, April 26, 1911. 

We hereby certify that the foregoing concurrent resolution was 
adopted in the Senate of the Territory of Hawaii on the 26th day of 
April, A. D. 1911. 

E1uc A. KNUDSEN, 
President of the Senat(;. 

JOHN H. WISE, 
Clerk of the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT presented petitions of the congrega-
. tions of the Churches of the Brethren of Enterprise, Mont., 
Berthold, N. Dak., and Kenmare, N. Dak., praying for the en
actment of legislation for tbe suppression of the opium evil, 
which were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. SHIVELY presented a memorial of Local Branch, Ameri
can Federation of Catholic Societies, of Muncie, Ind., remon
strating against the ratification of the proposed treaty of arbi
tration between the United States and Great Britain, which was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of Cigar Makers' Local Union, 
No. 33, of Indianapolis, Ind., and a petition of the local So
cialist Party, of South Bend, Ind., praying that an investiga
tion be made into the alleged abduction of John J. l\IcNamara 
from Indianapolis, Ind., which were referred. to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

He also presented the petition of C. T. Davis and 23 other 
citizens of Brooklyn, N. Y., praying for the enactment of legis-
· lation for the control and preservation of the waters of Niagara 
Falls, which was refened to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

He also presented a memorial of Local Division No. 2, An
cient Order of Hibernians, of Lake County, Ind., and a memo
rial of Local Division No. 6, Ancient Order of Hibernians, of 
Indianapolis, Ind., remonstrating against the ratification of the 
proposed. treaty of arbitration between the United States and 
Great Britain, which were referred to the Committee on Foreign 

•Relations. • ~ 

.Mr. CULLOM presented· memorials of sundry business men 
of Lakewood, ·1n., remonstrating against the proposed. reciprocal 
trade agreement between the United States and Canada, which 
were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

He also presented. petitions of tbe Buffalo l\fethodist 
Preachers' Meeting; of the Peace and Arbitration Societv of 
Buffalo; of the Men's Club of the First Presbyterion Church of 
Poughkeepsie, in the State of New York; of the Woman's 
Christian Temperance Union of Fort Collins, Colo. ; of the con
gregation of the Methodist Episcopal Church of Worcester, 
Mass.; of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union of Worces
ter, l\fass.; of the James W. Houston Co., of Pittsburg; of 
Robert S. Glass, of Pittsburg; and of 1\:1. J. Scott, of Pittsburg, 
in the State of Pennsylvania, praying for the ratification of the 
proposed treaty of arbitration between the United States and 
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Great Britain, which were referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

He also presented a memorial of the Central Labor Union 
of the District of Columbia, remonstrating against the ratifica
tion of the proposed treaty of ru·bitration between the United 
States and Great Britain, which was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. GALLINGER presented a petition of the New Hampshire 
Sunday School Association, and a petition of Oliver S. Baketel, 
of New York City, N. Y., praying for the ratification of the 
proposed treaty of arbitration between the United States and 
Great Britain, which were referred to the Committee on For
eign Relations. 

He also presented memorials of Local Grange No. 47, Patrons 
of Husbandry, of Deerfield; of Sunapee Lake Grange, No. 112, 
Patrons of Husbandry, of South Newbury; of John Hancock 
Grange, No. 33, Patrons of Husbandry, of Hancock; and of 
Rockwell Clough, of Alton, all in the State of New Hampshire, 
remonstrating against the proposed reciprocal trade agreement 
between the United States and Canada, which were referred to 
the Committee on Finance. • 

He also presented petitions of the Pastors' Federation, of Rev. 
C. H. Butler, of Edward Tarring, of Joseph F. Bixler, of Mrs. 
J. T. Humphreys, of Bessie L. Humphreys, of Marie G. Humph
reys, and of John T. Hum~hreys, of Washington, D. 0., praying 
for the observance of Sunday as a day of rest in the District of 
Columbia~ which were ordered to lie on the table. 

He also presented a memorial of the Northeast Washington 
Citizens' Association, of the District of Columbia, remonstrat
ing against conierring upon the District _Commissioners the 
duties of a public-utilities commission, which was referred to 
the Oommitte~ on the District of Columbia. 

He also presented the petition of Louis P. Shoemaker, of 
Washington, D. C., praying for the extension of New Hampshire 
Avenue in a straight line, which was referred to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

Mr. BURNHAl\I presented a petition of the First Baptist 
Bible School of Concord, N. H., praying for the ratification of 
the proposed treaty of arbitration between the United States 
and Great Britain, which was referred to the Oommittee on 
Foreign Relations. · 

He also presented a memorial of John Hancock Grange, No. 
33, Patrons of Husbandry, of Hancock, N. H., and a memorial 
of Sm:iapee Lake Grange, No. 112, Patrons of Husbandry, of 
South Newbury, N. H., remonstrating against the proposed 
reciprocal trade agreement between the United States and Can
ada, which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. WATSON presented memorials of 0. B. Disque, druggist, 
of Sistersville, of Grant Graham, druggist, of Belington, and of 
the McNutt Pharmacy, of Princeton, all in the State of West 
Virginia, remonstrating against the imposition of a stamp tax on 
proprietary medicines, which were referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

Mr. -BRANDEGEID presented a memorial of Local Division 
No. 1, Ancient Order of Hibernians, of Mount Carmel, Conn., 
remon trating against the ratification of the proposed treaty of 
arbitration between the United States and Great Britain, which 
was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. KERN presented memorials of Local Division No. 2, of 
Whiting, of Local Division No. 6, of Indianapolis, and of Local 
Division No. 7, of Indianapolis, all of the Ancient Order of 
Hibernians, in the State of Indiana, remonstrating against the 
ratification of the proposed treaty of arbitration between the 
United States and Great Britain, which were referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

He also presented a petition of the Yonng l\fen's Bible Class 
of the First Pre byterian Church, of Goshen, Ind., praying for 
the ratification of the proposed treaty of arbitration between the 
United States and Great Britain, which was referred to the. 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. FLETCHER presented a petition of the Housekeepers' 
Club, of Cocoanut Grove, Fla., praying for the enactment of legis
lation for the presenation and control of the waters of Niagara 
Falls, which was referred to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

Mr. BURTON presented memorials of sundry citizens of West 
Carrollton, Miami burg, and Germantown, all in the State of 
Ohio, remonstrating against the proposed reciprocal trade agree
ment between the United States and Canada, which were re
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

l\Ir. BRISTOW pre ented memorials of sundry citizens of 
Kansas, remonstrating against the establishment of a parcels
post system. which were referred to the Committee on Post 
Offices and Post Roads. 

Mr. DU PONT presented a memorial of Harmony · Grange, No. 
12, Patrons of Husbandry, of Marshallton, Del., remonstrating 
against the proposed reciprocal trade agreement between the 
United St.ates and Oa.nada, which was referred to the Com
mittee on Finance. 

He also presented a petition of sundry members of the · 
Friends' .Meeting and First-Day School, of Wilmington, De-I., 
praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the inter
state transportation of intoxicating liquors into prohJbition dis
tricts, which w:as referred to the Committee on Interstate Com
merce. 

Mr. BRADLEY presented a memorial of sundry druggists of 
Henderson, Ky., remonstrating against the imposition of ~ 
stamp tax on proprietary medicines, which was referred to the 
Committee on Finance. · 

Mr. JONES presented a memorial of the county board of the 
Ancient Order of Hibernians of King County, Wash., remon
strating against the ratification of the proposed treaty of arbi
tration. between the United States and Great Britain, which was 
referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming presented memorials of sundry citi
zens of the Territory of Arizona, remonstrating against the pro
posed reciprocal trade agreement between the United States and 
Canada, which were referred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. ROOT presented a memorial of Elk Creek Grange, No. 
506, Patrons of Husbandry, of Elk Creek, N. Y., and a memorial 
of Floyd Grange, ·No. 665, Patrons of Husbandry, of Stittville, 
N. Y., remonstrating against the proposed reciprocal trade agree
ment between the United States and Canada, which were re
ferred to the Committee on Finance. 

Mr. WETMORE presented a memorial of the Sarsfield Liter
ary .Association, of Woonsocket, R. I., remonstrating against the 
ratification of the proposed treaty of arbitration between the 
United States and Great Britain, which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEE ON :MILITARY A.FF AI.BS. 

Mr. FOSTER, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill ( S. 897) for the relief of Alfred L. 
Dutton, reported it without amendment and submitted a report 
(No. 49) thereon. 

l\Ir. DU PONT, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to 
which was referred the bill (S. 116) to maintain at the United 
States Military Academy an engineer detachment, reported it. 
without amendment and submitted a report (No. 48) thereon. 

BILLS INTRODUCED. 

Bills were introduce.d, read the first time, and, by unanimous 
consent, the second ti.me, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. BRISTOW: 
A bill ( S. 2561) granting a pension to Elizabeth Teel (with 

accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. BURNHAM: 
A bill ( S. 2562) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 

Rever (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen
sions. 

By Mr. WATSON: 
A bill (S. 2563) granting an increase of pension to Charles W. 

Morgan; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. SMOOT: 
A bill ( S. 2564) to amend, revise, and codify the laws relat

ing to the public printing and binding and the distribution of 
Government publications; to the Committee on Printing. 

A bill (S. 2565) granting a pension to Matilda L. Lyman; and 
A bill ( S. 2566) granting an increase of pension to Joseph 

Goddard ; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. TAYLOR: 
A bill ( S. 2567) granting a:.n increase of pension to Benja

min A. Yates; 
A bill ( S. 2568) granting an increase of pension to Sarah S. 

Conway (with accompanying paper); and 
A bill ( S. 2569) granting an increase of pension to l\Iirusa 

Rutherford (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. OVERMAN: 
A bill (S. 2570) for the relief of E. J. Finch, heir of Patrick 

D. Gilchrist, deceased ; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. STEPHENSON: · 
A bill (S. 2571) granting an increase of pension to Henry J. 

Hallowell (with accompanying papers} ; 
A bill ( S. 2572) granting an increase of pension to Oh:irles 

E. Tennant (with accompanying papers}; and 
A bill (S. 2573) granting an increase of pension to Ziba O. 

Hamilton; to the Committee on Pensions. 
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By Mr. DU PO~"'T- : 
A bill ( S. 2574) granting an increase of pension to .Annie G. 

Hawkins (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. GRONNA: 
A bill (S. 2575) granting an increase of pension to Robert 

Paisley; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By l\Ir. JO ffiS: 
A bill (S. 2576) for the relief of S. S. Somerville (with ac

companying paper) ; to the Committee on Claims. 
A bill (S. 2577) authorizing the lease of school lands for 

public-park purposes by the State of Washington for a longer 
period than five years (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Public Lands. 

By Mr. BRANDEGEE: 
A bill ( S. 2578) granting an increase of pension to Lafayette 

H. Bevans; and 
A bill (S. 2579) granting an increase of pension to John W. 

Ayer; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. BURTON: 
A bill ( S. 2580) granting an increase of pension to Heloise 

Gano ; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. SHIVELY: 
A bill ( S. 2581) granting an increase of pension to :'Lafayette 

Hall (with accompanying papers); 
A bill ( S. 2582) granting an increase of pension to Ambrose 

Roan (with accompanying papers); 
A bill ( S. 2583) granting a pension to Nelson Ponyard (with 

accompanying papers) ; 
A bill ( S. 2584) granting a pension to Elizabeth Teeple; 
A bill (S. 2585) granting an increase of pension to Daniel JI. 

l\IcAbee ; and 
A bill ( S. 2586) granting a pension to Henry Koehler; to 

the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. KERN: 
A bill ( S. 2587) granting an increase of pension to Charles D. 

Butler (with accompanying papers) ; 
A bill (S. 2588) granting an increase of pension to Jared M. 

Keith (with accompanying papers); 
A bill ( S. 2589) granting an increase of pension to George W. 

Shreeve (with accompanying papers) ; 
A bill ( S. 2590) granting an increase of pension to Manuel 

Jay (with accompanying papers); and 
A bill ( S. 2591) granting an increase of pension to Thomas B. 

Prather (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By l\Ir. BURTON: 
A bill ( S. 2592) granting an increase of pension to Albert P. 

Odell; to the Committee on Pensions. 
By Mr. OWEN: 
A bill ( S. 2593) granting an increase of pension to Abraham 

Neidigh (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BRADLEY: 
A bill ( S. 2594) for the relief of Anthony, Eubanks & Co.-; 

to the Committee on Claims; 
A bill ( S. 2595) granting an increase of pension to Henry G. 

Trimble; to the Committee on Pensions. 
. By Mr. GUGGENHEIM (by request) : 
A blll (S. 2596) for the relief of Baer, Senior & Co.'s succes

sors and O. Ingenohl ; to the Committee on Claims. 
BEOIPROCITY WITH CAN.A.DA.. 

Mr. GALLINGER submitted an amendment intended to be 
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 4412) to promote reciprocal 
trade relations with the Dominion ·of Canada, and for other 
purposes, which was referred to the Committee on Finance and 
ordered to be printed. 

PULP AND NEWS-PRINT·J:'APER INDUSTRY. 

On motion of Mr. Sl\IOOT, it was--
Ordered, That 2,000 copies of Senate Document No. 31, Sixty-second 

Congress, first session, " Pulp and news-print-paper industry," be 
printed with accompanying illustrations for the use of the Senate 
document room. 
THE AMERICAN TOBACCO CO. ET AL. V. UNITED 

NO. 40). 

On motion of Mr. OVERMAN, it was-

STA.TES ( S. DOC. 

Orderea, That the opinion of the Supreme Court of the United States 
in the case of the American Tobacco Co. et al., appellants, v. The 
United States, with the dissenting opinion of Justice Harlan, be printed 
as n. Senate document. 

THE STANDABD OIL AND AMERICAN TOBACCO COS. 

l\Ir. POMERENE. 1\fr. President, I snbmit a concurrent reso
lution and ask that it may lie on the table. I give notice to the 
Senate that I shall desire to say something on the subject of the 
resolution, perhaps on Monday next. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 4) was read, as fol
lows: 

Whereas the Supreme Court of the United States, in the case of The 
Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey et al. v. The United States, decreed, 
in effect, the Standard Oil Co. of New Jersey and 33 other constituent 
organizations and 7 individual defendants have united together to 
form and effect a combination, and as such conspired to monopolize 
and have monopolized and are continuing to monopolize a substantial 
part of the commerce among the States, in the Territories, and with 
foreign nations in restraint of interstate trade and commerce in viola· 
tion of sections 1 and 2 of the Sherman antitrust law; and 

Whereas the Supreme Court of the United States, in the case of The 
United States of America v . The American Tobacco Co. et al., and in 
the case of The American Tobacco Co. et al. v. The United States, in 
effect, decreed that the said the American Tobacco Co. and its co
defendants, corporate and incllvidual, had formed and maintained a 
combination in restraint of trade and that they were engaged in an 
attempt to monopolize and in a monopolization within the first and 
second sections of the Sherman antitrust law; and 

Whereas under the provisions of s.aid act if the said pa.mes or 
persons, or any of them, or anyone. for them, or anyone aiding or 
abetting them, have entered into or continued any contract, combina
tion in the form of trust or otherwise or conspiracy in restraint of 
trade or commerce among the several States, in the Terr-itories, or 
with foreign nations1 or have monopolized or attempted to monopolize 
or combine or conspire with any person or ~ersons to monopolize any 
part of the trade or commerce as aforesa1d1 they are amenable to 
criminal prosecution ; and -

Whereas no criminal prosecutiom1 have been begun against any of 
the said parties or persons : Therefore be it 

Resolved bJJ. the Senate (the House of Rep1·esentativeB concurring)...:.:...; 
(1) That it is the sense of the Senate and of the House of Repre

sentatives that criminal prosecutions shall be begun against any or 
all of said parties or persons who shall have, in the opinion of the 
Attorney General, violated the criminal provisions of said statute. 

(2) That the Attorney General of the United States be, and he is 
hereby, instructed to institute criminal prosecutions against said parties 
or persons for said violations, if any, where the evidence in the opinion 
of the Attorney General shall justify such proceedings. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The concurrent resolution will lie 
on the table, if there be no objection. 

REESTABLISHMENT OF DIVISION HE.A.DQUABTERS. 

.Mr. HITCHCOCK. I submit a resolution and ask that it 
be read. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will r~d the reso
lution. 

The Secretary read the resolution ( S. Res. 55), as follows : 
Resolved, That the Secretary of War be, and he is hereby, directed 

to furnish the Senate with a statement of the reasons for the proposed 
reestablishment of division headquarters in the Army, together with a 
description of the proposed divisions, and a statement of the number 
of officers and civilian employees to be stationed at each division head
quarters ... and the number of officers and civilian employees that it is 
proposea to withdraw from each of the department headquarters as 
now organized; also what effect, if any, the proposed return to the 
system of division headquarters will · have on Army expenditures, and 
whether this was taken into account in making up the estimates for 
the next fiscal year; and if so, in what total amount? 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I ask unanimou§ consent for the present 
consideration of the resolution. 

Mr. CULLOM. I think the resolution ought to go to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I should like to ask the chairman of the 
Committee on Military Affairs whether he has any objection to 
the present consideration of the resolution. 

.Mr. DU PONT. I have no objection to the present consid~ 
eration of the resolution so far as I am concerned. 

Mr. SMOOT. Let it be read again, l\!r. President . 
The Secretary again read the resolution. 
The VIOE J?RESIDENT. A request bas been made for the 

reference of the resolution to the Committee on Military M.
fairs, which is equivalent to an objection. 

Mr. HITCHCOCK. I should like to inquire of the Sena
tor--

Mr. CULLOM. The chairman of the Committee on Military 
Affairs is present. I did not know that he was here. I with
draw my objection. 

The resolution was considered by unanimous consent and 
agreed to. 

THE POSTAL SYSTEM. 

Mr. BOURNE submitted the following resolution ( S. Res. 56), 
which was read and referred to the Committee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads is 
hereby authorized and directed, by subcommittee or otherwise, to in
quire into and report to the Senate at the earliest date practicable what 
changes are necessary or desirable in the postal system of the United 
States or in laws relating to the postal service and particularly with 
reference to the establishme:ut of n parcels post, and for this purpose 
they are authorized to sit during the sessions or recesses of Congress 
at such tlmes and places as they may deem desirable or practicable ; to 
send for persons and papers, to administer oaths, to summon and com
pel the attendance of witnesses, to conduct hearings, and have reports 
of same printed for use, and to employ such clerks, experts, counsel, 
stenographers, messengers, and other assistants as shall be neces ·ary, 
and any expense in connection with such inquiry shall be paid out ot 
the contingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers to be approved by the 
chairman of the committee. 
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SENATOR FROM ILLINOIS. 
l\Ir. BROWN. I offer a resolution which I ask to have read. 
The resolution (S. Res. 57) was read as follows: 
Resolved, That WILLIAM LORIMER was not duly ~d legally elected 

to a seat in the Senate of the United States by the Legislature of the 
State of Illinois. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask that the resolution be 
printed and lie on the table. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, that course will 
be followed. 

THE CALENDAR. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed 

and the calendar is in order under Rule VIII. 
The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 1) to correct errors in the 

enrollment of certain appropriation acts, approved· March 4, 
1911, was announced as the first business on the calendar. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I ask that the joint resolution may go over. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. It will go over. 
The bill (S. 20) directing the Secretary of War to convey the 

outstanding legill title of the United States to sublots Nos. 31, 
32, and 33 of original lot No. 3, square No. 80, in the city of 
Washington, D. C., was announced as next in order. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I ask that the bill may go over. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. It will go over. 
The bill ( S. 23) to authorize the extension of Underwood 

Street NW. was announced as next in order. 
l\fr. GALLINGER. Let the bill go over. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will go over. 
The bill (S. 231) for the proper observance of Sunday as a 

day of rest in the District of Columbia was announced as next 
in order. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill has been read. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Idaho [l\fr. HEYBURN], which will be read. ' 

The SECRETARY. On page 1, beginning with line 8, after the 
word " charity," strike out the comma and the remainder of the 
section in the following words--

Mr. HEYBURN. I ask that the bill may go over. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama. I wish to know if the Senator 

has concluded, or will he conclude his argument on th~ bill 
now? 

Mr. HEYBURN. On an early occasion I would submit what
ever remarks I might have to make. I had not anticipated that 
the bill would come up this rooming. 

l\Ir. JOHNSTON of Alabama. Does the Senator think he will 
be prepared at the next session to do that? 

l\:Ir. HEYBURN. I can not tell just when the next se sion 
will be. At the next session of Congress I would be prepared. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama. No, sir; I mean the next ses
sion of the Senate. 

Mr. HEYBURN.. I can not tell ju t when that will be. I 
ask that the bill may go over. 

The VICE PRESIDE:NT. The bill will go over. 
The bill (-8. 291) pro-riding for the retirement of petty officers 

and enlisted men of the United States Navy and Marine Corps, 
and for the efficiency of the enlisted personnel, was announced 
as next in order. 

Mr. PERKINS. At the request of the senior Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. BURTON], I ask that the bill may go over withput 
prejudice. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will go over. 
JOSEPH A. O'CONNOR. 

The bill (S. 1237) for the promotion of Joseph A. O'Connor, 
carpenter in the United States Nm-y, to the rank of chief car
penter, and place him on the retired list, was considered as in 
Committee of the Whole. 

The bill was reported from the Committee on Naval Affairs 
with an amendment to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That the President be, and he is hereby, authorized, by and · with the 
advice and con ent of the Senate, to promote Carpenter Jo eph A. 
O'Connor, United States Navy, retired, to the grade of chief carpenter 
on the retired list. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I object to the further consiG.

era tion of the bill. 
The VICE PRESIDE~"T. Objection is made, and the bill 

goes over on the request of the Senator from Oklahoma. That 
concludes the calendar. 

SEN.A.TOR FROM ILLINOIS. 

l\Ir. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I call up Senate reso
lution No. 6. · 

The VICE PRESIDE...~T. · Without objection, the Chair lays 
before the Senate the resolution, which will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. Table Calendar 4, Senate resolution 6, by 
Mr. LA FoiLETTE. A resolution to appoint a special committee 
to inves.tigate certain churges relative to the electon of WILT.JAM 
LORIMER. 

'l'he VICE PRESIDENT. The queston is on agreeing to the 
substitute offered by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. l\fABTIN]. 

l\Ir. OWEN. l\Ir. President, I favor the resolution introduced 
by the Senator from Wisconsin [.Mr. LA FOLLETTE] as modified 
by him. . 

l\Ir. LA FOLLETTE. I ask the Senator from Oklahoma to 
yield to me while I offer the modification to the resolution 
which I introduced. 

Mr. OWEN. I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin for that 
purpose. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Oklahoma yields 
to the Senator from Wisconsin to modify his resolution in the 
manner which will be stated by the Secretary. 

The SECRETARY. It is proposed to modify the resolution by 
striking out all after the word "Resolved," in line 1, page 2, 
down to and including the word "hereby," in line 4, and iDsert
ing the following in lieu thereof: 

That a committee composed of five Members of the Senate, three o! 
whom shall be of the majority and two of the minority party, shall be 
elected in · the open session by roll call, and when so elected said com
mittee be, and it is hereby. 

Also by inserting, before the word " investigate," in line 2, 
page 2, the word "promptly." 

Also to add at the end of the resolution the following: 
In electing said committee a majority of those pre ent and voting 

shall be required to elect. Each Senator may vote for five upon the 
first roll call, and thereafter for such number as have not received the 
requisite majority. No Senator who was a Member of the Senat.e on 
the 3d day of March, 1911, shall be eligible to a place upon such com
mittee, and any votes cast for such a Senator shal be void. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, he SecrP.tary 
will read the resolution in the form that it is now presented. 

The Secretary read the resolution as modified, as follows : 
Whereas the Senate, by resolution adopted on the 20th day of June, 

1910, authorized and directed the Committee on Privileges and Elec
tions to investigate certnin charges against WILLIA.M LORil\IER, a Sena
tor from the State of Illinois, and to report to the Senate whether, in 
the election of sai<l LORIMER as a Senator of the United States from 
aid State of Illinois, there were used and employed corrupt methods 

and practices ; and 
Whereas said committee. pursuant to said resolution, l'Ook tbe testi

mony of a large number of witnei::ses., reduced the testimony to printed 
form, and reported tbe ame to t he Senate, which was thereafter con
sidned and acted upon bv the SE'n11te : :ind 

Whereas the Illinois State senate thereafter appointed a committee 
to investigate like charges against WILLIAM: LORIMER and to r eport to 
Ra id State senate whether in the election of said LORIMER to .the United 
States Senate corrupt method and practices were employed and u ed; 
and 

Whereas as it appears from the puhlfsl1ed reports of the proceedings of 
the said Illinois State senate committee that witnes es who were not 
called and sworn by the committee of t his Senate appointed to investi
gate said charges have ap eru·p(l beforP t,..,e Raid committee of the Illi
nois State senate, and upon being interrogated have given important 
material testimony tending to prove that 100,000 was corruptly ex
pended to secure the election of WILLIAM LORIMER to the United States 
Senate : Therefore be it 

Resolved, That a committee composed of five members of the Senate, 
three of whom shall be of the majority and two of the minority party, 
shall be elected in the open ses ion bv roU call, and when so elected 
said committee be, and it is hereby, authorized and directed to promptly 
investigate and report to the Senate whether in the election of WILLIAM 
LORIMER as a Senator of the United States from the State of Illinois 
there were used and employed corrunt methods and practices; that said 
committee be authorized to sit during- tbe sessions of the Senate and 
during any recess of the Senate or of Congi.~ess, to hol'd se sions at uch 
place or places as it shall deem mo t convenient for the purposes of the 
investigation, to employ steno!?raphers, to send for persons and papers, 
to administer oaths, and to report the results of it investigation, in
cluding all testimony taken by it; and that the expenses of the inquirv 
shall be paid from the contingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers to 
be approved by the chairmnn of the committee. 

In electing said committee a mAjority of those present and voting 
shall be required to elert. Each Senator may vote for five upon the 
first roll call, and tbereAfter for uch number as have not received the 
requisite majority. No Senator who was a Member of the Senate on the 
3d day of March, 1911, shall be eligible to a place upon such committee, 
and any votes cast for such a Senator shall be void. 

:Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con nt 
to have printed as a Senate document the testimony taken by 
Pie senate committee of the Tilinois Legislature in the senate 
bribery investigation of the Forty-seventh General Assembly of 
the State of Illinois. 

I wish to ay, l\Ir. President, in making this reque t, that the 
testimony is complete, as I believe, excepting that it doe not 
begin with the fir t session of tbat committee. 1\ly attention 
was attracted to the inve tigation by the publi bed statement 
that l\Ir. Kohlsaat had been subpre aed before the committee 
and had refused to answer certain questions. The committee, 
as announced in the new 11aper , adionrned for something like a 
week. I then reque ted that a certified copy of the testimony 
taken by the committee be tranrn!itted to me. Thereafter I 
received in sections, at t?e conclu ion of each sitting of the com-
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mirtee, the t estlmouy, which I ham before me here. Each sec
tion of the testimony as transmitted to me has attached to it 
the following : 
ST.iTE OF lLLixorn, Oounty of Sangamon, 88: 

Charles L. Binns, being first duly sworn, deposes and says that he is 
a shorthand reporter, i·esiding at Chicago, Ill.; that he is the official re
porter for n. committee appointed under senate resolution No. 17 for the 
purpose of investigating alleged acts of bribery and official misconduct 
of members of the Forty-seventh and Forty-sixth General Assemblies 
of the State of Illinois; that on the 28th day of March, 1911, be made 
shorthand notes of the testimony given by Edward Hines before said 
committee ; that on April 5, 1911, be made shorthand notes of testi
mony given by H. H. Kohlsaat and Clarence S. Funk; tbat he subse
quently transcribed said shorthand notes, and that the foregoing is a 
full, tme, and correct transcript of said shorthand notes. 

' CHARLES L. BINNS. 
Sworn to and subscribed before me this 5th day of April, A. D. 1911. 

WILLLilI 0. HOLMBERG, 
Notary Public. 

A similar affidavit or verification is attached to each one of 
the sections of testimony as I received it. 

.Mr. BROWN. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 

yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. In just a moment I shall endeavor, 

.Mr. President, to procure the testimony taken prior to that 
which I first received. The first section of the testimony which 
I received is marked page 22. I think there was one session, 
perhaps two sessions, of this senate investigating committee 
held prior to the date covered by the first section of testimony 
rwhich I received. I shall endeavor to make that complete, 
although I think this covers all the testimony which is of any 
materiality or importance taken by this committee, and covers, 
I believe, all the testimony taken by this committee on and after 
the 5th day of April. I ask to have it printed as a Senate docu
ment for the information of the Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection? 
Mr. BROWN. I desire to ask the Senator a question, if he 

will permit. I do not know whether I understood the Senator 
.clearly, but I ask, does the man who authenticates the correct
:Jiess of the transcript of the testimony say that he is the official 
reporter of the committee? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. He so states. I quote from the veri-
fication, which reads : -

Charles L. Bin.ns, being first duly sworn, deposes and savs that he 
is a shorthand reporter, residing at Chicago, Ill; that Jhe is the 
official reporter for a committee appointed under senate resolution 
No. 17, and so forth. 

That is the resolution, I will say to the Senator, under which 
this investigation was conducted. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I notice that the resolution of 
the Illinois Legislature, as published in the papers, provides

That the secretary of this senate be,-
That is the senate of the Illinois Legislature-

and he is hereby, authorized and directed to transmit to the Senate 
of the United States a copy of the evidence taken by the said com
mittee, together with the report and findings of that committee, and 
a copy of this resolution for such action as the Senate of the United 
States may deem proper. 

I should like to inquire, Mr. President, if that official docu
ment has been received by the Senate? 

l\lr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I will state that I am 
informed at the desk that it has not been received, and that was 
one reason for asking to have this testimony printed, because 
Senators had requested the opportunity to examine the testi
mony in full. I made as faithful and complete an abstract of 
the testimony as I could, and presented it to the Senate in the 
remarks which I submitted several days ago and which will 
a.ppear in the RECORD in a day or two. · 

l\lr. S.:\fOOT. Mr. President, I think that the official report 
ought to be printed. If there is an official report of the pro
ceedings of the committee of the senate of the Illinois Legisla
tu.re, and if it is to be presented to the Senate, then it would of 
necessity be printed, but I can not see why there should be two 
prints of those proceedings. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Well, Mr. President, I will say that I 
have no information whatever as to the occasion of the delay 
if it may be called delay,. in transmitting to the Senate the reso~ 
lntion adopted by the Illinois senate, together with the testi
mony taken and. reported by the committee of that body· but 
it is not here. In the course of my remarks upon this c~se I 
said I should ask to have this testimony printed in full; but 
before I concluded I received a certified copy of the resolution 
adopted by the Illinois senate, and I apprehended each day 
that the testimony would reach the Senate. That was one of 
the reasons I clid not ask to have this testimony printed as a 
Senate document earlier. The other was that I retained it to 
compare it, as I found time to look over the reporters' notes, 

with the excerpts of testimony which I had ta.ken from this 
record and used on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. CULLOM. Mr. President--
. The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 

yield to the Senator from Illinois? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do. 
Mr. CULLOM. When the Senator from Wisconsin first ad

dressed the Senate on this subject I listened to hear him state 
whether he had a certified copy of that record. I did not un
derstand that he had. Some days ago I wrote to one of the 
members of the committee of the Illinois Legislature who made 
the investigation and inquired whether it had been sent. I 
have not heard from him. I advised him that the full testi
mony, the whole record, ought to be sent, so that the Senate 
might have it before it. I hope that it will be received very 
soon. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I want to say, in reply 
to the Senator from Illinois, that I have a verified copy of the 
testimony, which covers, I am confident, the full testimony of 
every important witness called before that committee; other
wise I would not ask, Mr. President, to have it printed as a 
Senate document Because of the delay in the arrival of the 
official record, and because Senators have·asked me to give them 
the opportunity to see this testimony, it seemed to me that I 
ought to ask to have it printed as a Senate document. 

Mr. CULLOM. I understand from the remarks of the Sena
tor this morning that there is perhaps one chapter of the testi
mony not here. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I know there is, Mr. President, but, 
judging from the press reports made of the hearings before the 
committee, I do not think that was an important session of the 
committee. I believe it was the session of the committee at 
which Mr. Kohlsaat refused to answer. Then the committee 
took an adjournment of about a week to give him an oppor
tunity to reflect and consider whether he would answer, and 
at the next hearing, I think, the real testimony taken by this 
committee began. 

Mr. CULLOM. I remember the story as to the testimony of 
l\fr. Kohlsaat, but I do not know whether or not anything oc
curred at that session of the committee that we ought to have 
before us. I think myself that the whole record of the pro
ceedings of the legislative· session, so far at least as the senate 
is concerned, ought to be before us. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Let me say, Mr. President, that I do 
not offer this to supplant or take the place of the official testi
mony, which will later be received, but I offer it to have it 
printed for the present information of the Senate, because I 
hat'e been requested so to do, and while it may duplicate some 
printing by the Senate, I believe in this important case that I 
am warranted in aslting for it. 

Mr. CULLOM. I have no objection to having it all printed. 
Mr. ROOT. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 

yield to the Senator from New York? 
l\Ir. LA FOLLETTE. I do. 
Mr. ROOT. I make this suggestion, that we order this print

ing now, with the understanding that if, before the :final strik
ing off of the copies, the official document is received from the 
secretary of the Illinois senate, that the print be corrected so 
as to be made a print of the official document. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I think that, l\Ir. President, is a \ery 
good suggestion. . 

Mr. ROOT. It is very probable that this is a matter of a · 
few days, and, of course, it is rather desirable to avoid the 
confusion of having two documents, but I would not postpone 
the printing of this substantial matter very long on account 
of it. If the order can be made with that understanding, it 
may. help us out of the difficulty. . 

l\Ir. LA FOLLETTE. Well, l\lr. President, if I understand 
aright, the Senator from New York does not suggest that the 
printing of this testimony be delayed. 

Mr. ROOT. No. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. But that if, while it is being put in 

type and before it is printed, the official record is received, then 
the comparison be made, and the official record be made to 
take the place of the printing done under the unanimous-con
sent agreement, which I now request. 

Mr. ROOT. That is my suggestion. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. In that way the Senate will receive 

it quicker. I submit the request in that form. . 
l\Ir. SMOOT. I would like to have it distinctly understood 

that in printing the report it is printed as an unofficial report, 
and then when the official report is received print it in full 
as the official report. If the Senator from Wisconsin has no 



16'56 CONGRESSIONAL REGORD-SENATE. J.UNE 1~ 

objection to that understanding, I will J;IOt object to the printing 
of the report. : 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. If before this can be printed and re
turned by the Public Printer the official record is received, as 
I understood the suggestion of the Senator from New York
and it seemed to me a vecy excellent one-it was this: That 
. upon the . official record being received a comparison be . made 
while this was still in proof and any corrections necessary be 
made so as to conform to the official record. . Then it might be 
printed as the official record and save duplication. 

:Mr. SMOOT. That is perfectly satisfactory t() me; but if 
the official record does not come before that document is issued 
from the Printing Office I would like to have it designated as 
. the unofficial report, and when .the official report arrives have 
it printed as the otµcial report 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Let it be printed if it can be-
Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President--
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Just a moment. Let me respond t0. 

the suggestion of the Senator from Utah. ·Let it be .Printed as 
upon my · request, and it _will show upon the certificate or 
verification of the official reporter just .. how much importance 
should be attached to it. It would not be called, of course, the 
official record, because it is not transmitted here by the secre
tary of state or by the secretary of the senate of the State 
of Illinois, from one or the other of which officials, I presume, 
.the official record will be received by the ,Senate in due-course. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I should object to printing 
an unofficial record of a matter so important. It does not pur
port . to be a complete record, and if I correctly heard the read
ing of the certificate of the stenographerr he does not say that 
no other or further testimony was introduced or received be
fore that committee. He merely certifies that that to which he 
places his certificate is correct. 

The Senate will doubtless want to know all that occurred 
before that coml:Dittee, and it should not come under the cer
tificate of the stenographer. The certificate of the stenographer 
is all right if it is full enough, but the recor~ should ~ome .to 

~us, coming, as it does, pursuant to the resolution of the Legis
lature of Illinois, with the certificate of the secretary of state: 
If this which is admitted not to be a complete report goes out, 
those who receive it will doubtless never receive the official 
report, and they may or may not get wrong impressions as to 
what occurred. 

I had supposed that the. official report .was here. I would have 
no objections, of course, to printing it; think it should be 
printed immediately; and if there is delay it can readily be 
remedied through the. officers of this body by a telegram to 
know whether it has been sent. · 

Should we commence printing so large a document and one 
·that might be so misleading-I do not attach any personal ques
tion to that-as to make it necessary for a part of the people 
to examine the record twice and compare them one with the 
other? There should be but one record of a matter of this 
importance. It should be the official record. And, of course, I 
imagine there will be no objection whatever, when it comes in, 
to printing it. We are all very much interested in that record, 
but we want to know that it is the record of all the proceedings. 

I shall be constrained, not from any personal motives, bnt 
in the interest of having but one record and having that a cor
rect record, to object, and I do object, to the printing. 

The VICE PHESIDENT. . Objection is made. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I may take occasion to put this matter 

into the CoNGRESSION.AL RECORD before the debate closes if the 
other testimony does not arrive. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Oklahoma 

yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. OWEN. I yield. 
Mr. BROWN. I should like to inquire of the Senator from 

Wisconsin if the testimony he has asked to have printed to-day 
for the information of the Senate is not the same testimony that 
he discussed in his remarks last week on this question? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. It is, Mr. President. 
Mr. BROWN. It does seem to me that the Senator from 

Idaho ought to allow, for the convenience and information of 
Senators, this to be printed as a public document. Nobody here 
denies that~ so far as it goes, this transcript is correct. If this 
is a correct transcript of the testimony of these important 
witnesses, I want to know how a Senator can justify an objec
tion to allowing it to be printed, so that the Senators may have 
it for their own information. 

l\Ir. HEYBURN. Mr. President--
Mr. BROWN. I will not yield for a moment. We are dis

cussing here now a very important question, and one which 
necessarily involves· what happened before this committee of 

the Illinois senate. We have it undisputed here that that sen
ate, by a vote, instructed one of its administrative officers to 
communicate that testimony to this body. That report has not 
arrived here yet, but we do have in lieu of it a volume of testi
mony from witnesses who were heard by that committee; the 
correctness of the testimony is unquestioned; and I appeal to 
the Senate to allow the Senators to have that in print for our 
guidance, for our information, and that we may consider these 
resolutions with some intelligence. · 

Mr. CURTIS and Mr. LODGE addressed the Chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. · To whom does the Senator from 

Oklahoma yield, or does he yield the floor? 
Mr. OWEN. I yield to the Senator from Massachusetts . 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Oklahoma yields 

to the Senator from Massachusetts. · 
l\Ir. LODGE. I was merely going to say, in connection with 

the matter we have just been discussing, I hope the Senator 
from Id~ho [Mr. lIEYBURNJ will be willing to withdraw his 
objection. It really seems to me not very important · whether 
we print an incomplete record now and a full record a little 
later, and it is very desirable that this mass of testimony which 
we have here should be printed without unreasonable delay. 
The full record will undoubtedly come, and can then be printed, 
and if we should hav~ two documents I do ·not see what great 
harm is done. We occasionally duplicate in our printing. I 
sincerely hope that the request of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. LA FoLLETTE] will be granted and that this testimony will 
be printed. 

l\fr. CURTIS and Mr. BAILEY addressed the Chair. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. To whom does the Senator from 

Oklahoma [Mr. OWEN] yield? 
Mr. BAILEY. I should like to ask the Senator from Wis

consin if he has--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Oklahoma 

surrender the floor? 
Mr. OWEN. I surrender the floor. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Kansas [l\Ir. 

CURTIS] has been demanding the floor for some little time be-
fore the Sena tor from Texas rose. · 
_Mr. CURTIS. I yield to the Senator from Texas. 

l\.fr. BAILEY. I will wait my order. What I wanted to 
know was if any Senator had any information which explains 
or excuses the delay of the Illinois senate in forwarding this 
testimony. 

l\Ir. CURTIS. I was going to suggest that the Secretary of 
the Senate or the chairman of the committee be authorized 
to wire the secretary of state of Illinois. Perhaps in that way 
we could find out something about this testimony and obtain 
some information as to about when it will be sent to the 
Senate. 

l\Ir. CULLO~I. Will the Senator allow me to make one 
remark? · 

Ur. CURTIS. Yes. 
Mr. CULLO~I. I wrote two or three days ago to one of the 

members of the committee, asking why this record has not · 
been receiYed and telling him it ought to be here. 

Mr. BAILEY. This all illustrates the difficulties into which 
we fall when we depart from the orderly procedure of the 
Senate. Had we waited until this matter had come and 
referred it you would not have had this altercation. The 
committee has not forwarded the testimony, and so far as I 
know bas never forwarded an engrossed copy of the resolu
tions which were adopted by the senate of Illinois. Yet they 
haYe ::i.d·verti~ed that fact to the country, and I think we are 
entitled, in the nb~ence of the official proceedings of the com
mittee, to print wbnt we ha1e; and I myself hope the Senator 
from Idabo wm withdraw his objection. 

Mr. CULLOM. So do I. . 
l\Ir. BAILEY. It can do ~o harm, because at fast this will 

be printed at the request of the Senator from Wisconsin [.Mr. 
LA FOLLETTE], and when the matter comes in the due course 
of affairs from the committee of the Illinois senate or from 
tbe enate it.elf, it will be printed as another document, a 
se1)a r11te document, and any discrepancies that may exist be
tween the two reports will be disco\ered. I can not see any 
possible harm that it can do to print it, and I can see a good 
deal of good because in the meantime Senators who are in· 
terested in this matter can advise themselYes. 

1\ir. HEYBURN. I want Senators to advise themselves; but 
I want them to adYif'e themselves from a record in proper form. 
I agree with the Sena.tor from Texas that · it is always better 
to adhere to regularity of procedure, and thnt this matter should 
come from the proper certifying officers ot the State of Illinois 
or it should not come at all. · 
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The Senator from W~sconsin does not contend that _ this is a 
complete record. He arlmits that two sessions of the committee 
are not included in tJr.e record. What Senator familiar with 
proceedings in court would permit one party on appeal to file a 
record that was not in conformity with procedure and then say, 
" If this is not correct, you can discover the discrepancies by a 
subsequent comparison"? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President-- _ 
Mr. HEYBURN. Just a moment. This ·record will be 

printed, and it will be immediately available to the outside 
world. This case has become sensational, and it is being tried 
everywhere else quit1~ as much as in the Senate. A record g?es 
out t];lat perhaps may not contain some matters of grave lill

portance. Parties v;rho receive it will never know at all that 
they are being misled. 

Mr. RULEY. But, l\Ir. President, I understand the Senator 
from Wisconsin has the certificate that this part of the record 
which he presents is correct, and I understand the Senator from 
Wisconsin to say--and I am perfectly willing to accept his 
statement on that point-that the sessions of the committee 
not reported ate not important. It matters not whether impor
tant or unimportant; when the whole record is made up the 
Senate will judge for itself. 

Now, I want to say to the Senator . from Idaho [Mr. HEY
BURN] that while I am not indifferent to the trial of this case, 
which seems to be in progress throughout the land, I am not 
to be infiuenced by it one way or the other, and I assume that 
I am not di1Ierent from other Senators. We will at last, no 
matter what our feelings may be, no matter what our prejudices 
may be, if we have any, decide this case- upon the law and the 
evidence. 

I think the Senator from Idaho would not object, if he were 
trying a case, to print the record from day to day, so that he 
·would have the evidence before him. · 

We are having hearings before the Finance Committee, and 
for the convenience of the committee we .have been printing the 
record from day to day, so that members of the committee 
may keep themselves adYised as the hearing proceeds. I have 
no hesitation in saying that if this matter had been before tffe 
Senate, or a committee of the Senate, I would be glad to have 
the evidence printed from day to day, so that at th:e beginning 
of each session of the committee we would have before us the 
testimony of the preceding session. 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield 

to the Senator from Utah? 
Ur. HEYBURN. I yield. 
Mr. S~100T. Perhaps I can offer a suggestion to the Senator 

from Wisconsin which, if he would accept it, would obviate the 
objection the Senator from Idaho has. Would the Senator from 
Wisconsin make a request that the . report be printed for the 
use of the committee inste·ad of as · a public document? Then 
it would be confined to the use of Senators, and it would not go 
to all the depository libraries in the country. If published as 
a public document the Senate would get only 150 copies, and a 

· given number would go to the House, some to every depository 
library in the United States, and a few copies to every one of the 
departments; whereas if · he requests that it be printed for 
the use of the committee, every Senator can secure it for his 
use, and it would not become a public document. Then when 
the official report arrives let the Senator from Wisconsin ask 
that the official report be printed as a public document, and 
there will be no question about the Senate agreeing to same. 

If the Senator would accept the suggestion I believe that it 
would meet the objection of the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Ur. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho 

yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? . 
Mr. HEYBURN. I yield to the Senator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I can not accept the suggestion of the 

Senator from Utah. I sincerely hope this resolution will never 
go to the Committee on Privileges and Elections. It is a matter 
·of utter indifference to me whether the Senate prints this testi
mony or not. I have had the opportunity to examine it, and 
as it was being taken I became convinced that it was my duty 
as a Senator to offer the resolution which I offered, whether 
it was regular or not. I think it was regular. If other Sena
tors are to be put on trial here in this case I am entirely will
ing to come to the bar of this Senate, along with the committee 
that had charge of this case. I withdraw the request which I 
made for the printing of this document. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Wisconsin with-
draws his request. · 

Mr. BAILEY. Will the Senator from Wisconstn be goo_d 
enough to tell me-

The VICE - PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho 
yield to the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. HEYBURN. I yield. 
Mr. · BAILEY. The date of the first session of that com

. mittee? My impression is it is some time--
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I have the date of verification to this 

first section of the testimony which I have received. It is the 
5th day of April. The stenographer swears that he is the 
official stenographer; says that "the foregoing is a full, true, 
and correct transcript of his shorthand notes mad~ of the hear
ing had upon th~t day." That was the day the testimony of 
H. H. Kohlsaat, Clarence Funk, and Edward Hines was taken. 

I am certain, .Mr. President, that that was the first time 
Edward Hines had been called before the committee, the first 
time Mr. Funk had been called before the committee, and the 
second time l\Ir. Kohlsaat had been called before the committee. 
The first time the examination was very brief,- as indicated at 
least by the pi.:ess report, he refusing to answer. The Senator 
from Texas may remember having seen some account of it. 
It was the press report that first attracted my attention to it. 
Then I asked to have a certified. copy of the notes taken sent 
to me. I made the request to have this transcript printed 
because Senators have asked me to make it, and I am sorry to 
have taken up the -time of the Senate. 

Mr. BAILEY. I was one of the Senators who asked the 
Senator from Wisconsin to have it printed, and I am of opinion 
that it ought to be printed. _ 

Mr. HEYBURN. I had in mind when a request was made to 
print it as a Senate document the result which would flow from 
that action on the part of the Senate. Senate documents are 
distributed under the law to the public libraries and distributed 
throughout many sources as public information reliably stamped 
with the Senate's guaranty. · 

Now, I shall not object to the printing of that testimony for 
the use of a committee, but I object to its being and purporting 
to be a record in the public libraries throughout the country 
of the testimony taken. I shall not object to the printing of 
the testimony of persons before that committee to be deposited 
anywhere in the world . when it is certified in a proper manner. 
The Senator from Wisconsin admits that sessions of the Senate 
are not included in it. 

The people reached by a Senate document should be accu
rately and fully informed. I had it in my mind when I rose 
to send it over until to-morrow; and, I presume, by to-morrow 
morning the same Senator, or more, perhaps, will have accurate 
information as to the stage of the work necessary to carry out 
the. instructions of the legislature to this Senate, by furnishing 
with a certified copy of the resolution of the senate of Illinois, 
a certified. copy of all the proceedings. Is not that an orderly 
way to proceed? 

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that 
200 copies of the testimony be printed for the use of the 
Senate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. - The Senator from Utah asks unani
mous consent that 200 -copies of the document which the Sen
ator from Wisconsin has upon his desk be printed for the use 
of the Senate. Is there objection? 

l\Ir. JONES. I object. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made. 
.Mr. ROOT. .Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDEKT. The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 

OWEN] is entitled to the floor. Will he yield to the Senator 
from New York? 

.l\Ir. OWEN. Certainly. 

.Mr. ROOT. I ask unanimous consent to introduce the foliow
ing resolution. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read the reso
lution. 

The Secretary read the resolution ( S. Res. 58) , 11.s follows: 
Resolved, That the testimony before the committee of the Illinois 

senate presented by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE] 
be printed as a public document. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I ask that the resolution may lie over one 
day. 

Mr. ROOT. We can deal with it then by a vote. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Objection is made, and the resolu

tion will lie over. 
Mr. ROOT. I ask unanimous consent, with the courtesy of 

the Senator from Oklahoma, to introduce the following resolu
tion and I ask for its immediate consideration. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be read. 
The Secretary read the resolution ( S. Res. 59), as follows: 
Resol11ed, That the Secretary of the Senate be, and he is, instructed 

to inform the secretary of the Illinois senate that the resolutions of the 
Illinois senate of May 18, 1911, have been informally brought to the 
notice of the Senate of the United States, and that possession of an 
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official copy of'the evidence and record therein referred to would facili
' tate the action of the Senate of the United State~ in regard to the sub
ject matter of· the resolutions. 

l'ifr. CULBERSON. I suggest to the Senator from New York 
that communication be made by wire. · · 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair assumes that the Secre
tary of the Senate would so communicate. 

l\Ir. CULBERSON. There is nothing in the resolution to 
cover it. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from New York 
modify the resolution so as to provide that the communication 
shall be by wire? 

M.r. ROOT. I will -do so, by inserting the words " by wire " 
after the words "secretary of the IBinois senate." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The resolution will be so modified. 
Is there objection to the present consideration of the resolution? 
The Chair hears none. 

The resolut ion was agreed to. 
The VICE PRESID~"'T. The Senator from: Oklahoma will 

proceed. 
Mr. OWEN. Mr. President, there are · two resolutions before 

the Senate proposing a reinvestigation of the Lorimer case. 
Fir t the one introduced by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA 
FoLL;~E] proposes that a committee Bhall be appointed by this 
body of Members who took no pa1·t . in determining the previous 
controTersy of the Lorimer case. The second resolution, offered 
as a ubstitute for the resolution of the Senator from Wisconsin 
and presented by the Senator from Virginia {Mr. :MARTIN], 
refers this matter to the Committee on Privileges and Elections. 
-of 16 members, providing that they shall sit en bane. Of these 
two resolutions, I prefer that of the Senator from Wisconsin, 
for the reason that I believe this investigation should be con
ducted by a committee which took no part in the previous 
decision. There are 20 new Senators, I believe, from whom 
such an independent committee could be ehosen. 

I do not think that this que.stfon should be referred to a com
mit tee composed entirely of those who supported Mr. LoBllfER 
in the previous investigation and determination of this case. 
I do not think it would be just under the circumstances to have 
a committee composed entirely of those who voted against l\fr. 
LoRIMEB. I should prefer a committee of Members who took no 
part for or against Mr. LoBIMEB in the previous judgment on his 
case. I can see no good reason why the Senate should not 
select a committee which has taken no part in this matter. 

I think moreover, it would have an unfavorable effect upon 
the standing of the Senate itself before the people of the United 
States to refer this question now to the Committee on Privile..:,<Yes 
and Elections for the very reason that seven of the members of 
that committee made speeches in fa-ror of Mr. LoRIMEB, and nine 
of them voted for Mr. LoRIMEB upon the previous record. There 
are only three new members of that committee and only three 
members of the committee wh-0 voted against :Mr. LoBIMEB 
on the previous record. 

Even if it were otherwise justified to select a committee over
whelmingly composed of those who supported LoRIYER on the 
pre1ious bad record, it will not look right to the public, and I 
belieTe the United States Senate should not only avoid evil, but 
should avoid the appearance of evil 

rt is all very well to say that the members of this committee 
w.ill discharge their proper function without bias, without be
~g influenced by what they have heretofore said on this rec
()rd · without being influenced by any prejudice in their point 
of ;iew but if that be true, and if it prove true, it will lie con
trary t~ the law of psychology, which ordinarily influences the 
minds of men. 

In this connection I want to cait the attention of the Senate 
to the remarkable record of the electoral commission of 1877. 
That commission was composed of five Justices of the Supreme 
Court of the United States-Hon. Joseph P. Bradley, Hon. 
Nathan Clifford, Hon. Samuel F. Miller, Hon. Stephen J. Fie1d, 
and Hon. W. Strong; five distinguished United States Senators-
Edmunds 1\forton, Frelinghuysen, Thurman, and Bayard; and 
five great leaders of the House of Representatives-Mr. Payne, 
Mr. Hunton, Mr. Abbott, Mr. Garfield, and Mr. Hoar. This dis
tin<ruished commission passed upon four contested-electoral 
cas~s involving the electoral vote of Oregon, of South Carolina, 

·of Louisiana, and of Florida, a voluminous record, involving 
many difficult questions, and the remarkable result followed 
that every one of the 15 followed his previous political predilec
tion and by a decision of 8 to 7 decided every point of im-
portance in that case and decided the result in each of the four 
cases in the strictest accord with the previous political opinion of 
each of these 15 judges sitting upon that electoral commission 
to determine the Presidency of the United States in the Tilden 
and Hayes controversy. 

It is n-0t necessary to question the integrity of purpose or 
the sincerity of judgment of any one of the seven great Demo
crats who :sat on that elector.al commission rior of the eight 
distinguished Republicans who sat on it, but it taught .a lesson 
to this country that men .a.re profoundly influenced by their 
previous judgment. In this case it is, I believe, the open pur
pose, not expressed in the record, but understood, I think, that 
this reference to the Committee on Privileges and Elections 
really means that the Committee on Privileges and Elections 
will report back for confirmation a new 'SP€Cial committee of 
eight members and that four Senators who supported LoRI· 
MER shall be put upon the new special committee to be named 
by the Senate, one Senator who voted against him, and three 
Senators who took no :part.in it. That is to be, as I understand, 
the construction of this proposed committee. I see no sound 
reason why the Senate should .abdicate its powers and delegate 
the selection of this special -committee to .a committee whose 
membership overwhelmingly supported LonIMEB -on the previous 
gross record of fraud. I do not think the people .of t~e United 
States will approve the reference to the Committee on Privileges 
and Elections, and yet, Mr. President, I am willing to believe 
that if it is so referred that committee will discharge its duty. 
But we must always remember it will discharge its duty as the 
colllillittee sees that duty. Four ·members of the proposed spe
dal c-0mmittiee (comprising half of the proposed special com
mittee) have heretofore expressed views which are greatly at 
Y.ariance with my opinion as to what is the law and as to what 
are the facts developed by the record in the Lorimer case. 

The a-ction taken by the -committee in its previous report to 
the Senate I did not criticize in discussing the Lorimer case 
any further than I could possibly help, but I thought the com
mittee was in grave err-0r in a number of important particulars. 

In the first place, I do not think the committee followed ·out 
the scope of the resolution .of June 20, 1910, under which they 
were instructed by the Senate to report to this body. The 
resolution of June 20, 1.910, under which the eommittee was to 
report, reads as follows : 

Resolved, That tbe Committee on Privileges and Elections of the 
Senate, or any subcommittee thereof, be authorized and directed to 
investigate certain charges against WILLIAM LoRIME.R, a Senator from 
the State of Illinois, and to report to the Senate whether, in 
the election of &a.id William. Lorimer as a Senator of the 
United States from the State of Illlnois, there were used or 
employed corrupt method.a or practices. 

The committee, in its official report, failed to quote the reso
lution under which they a.cted. On the contrary, they quoted 
the resolution of May 28, 1910, submitt-ed by Mr. LoBrnER, and 
the committee abstracted the resolution of June 20, 1910, as 
follows: 

On the 20th day of June, 1910, the Sen.ate adopted a resolution 
authorizin"' and directing said committee, o.r .any subcommittee thereof, 
to investigate saia charges. 

It says nothing about the further instruction to report to the 
Senate whether. or not "there ·were any corrupt rri.etlioas .ana 
practices employed," and the committee did not report whether, 
in their opinion, there were corrupt method.a and practices em
ployed. They reported, on the contrary, that according to the 
precedents the law of the case is this-it must be made to 
appea.r in order to invalidate a seat : 

(1) That the person elected participated in one or more acts of 
bribery or s.ttempted bribery, or sanctioned or encouraged the £a.me_; or 

(2) That by bribery or corrupt practices enough votes were obtained 
for him to change the result of the election. 

This report was not responsive to the illstruction of the Senate, 
but that was the basis of law upon which the committee based 
its report. The question as to these corrupt practices, the ex
tent of the corrupt methods and practices, was not reported on 
and presented to the Senate as a. guide to its action, except, 
perhaps as the volume of 700 pages of evidence might disclose. 
On the ~ontrary, the committee found that in their opinion, upon 
the evidence and under this statement of the law, the validity 
of the seat of the Senator from Illinois had not been success
fully assailed. This attitude of the committee was and is in
defensible and should not be confirmed by this committee nor 
by the Senate. 

In the second place, the committee instructed to prosecute the 
inquiry put their own duty of conducting the inquiry on a Mr. 
Austrian an attorney who appeared to have been employed by 
a newsp~per-the Chicago Tribune. Upon him was put the 
burden of conducting this inquiry. I think this wns a serious 
error which I should not like to see repeated in kind. 

In 'the third place, the committee seemed to think they were 
sitting as judges on a controversy between private citizens as
sailing the right of Mr. LoBIMEB. to retain his seat, instead of 
being charged by the Senate with the grave duty of determining 
wheth~r or not there had been used corrupt practices in obtain· 
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ing a seat on the floor of the most important legislative body in 
the world. · · 

In the fourth place, the committee not only did not pursue, 
obtain, and compel evidence in the line of this investigation, as 
directed by the Senate, but permitted witnesses to avoid giving 
evidence which might have led to a proper development of the 
truth. 

In the fifth place, the committee failed to summon the most 
important witnesses and compel their testimony. 

They did not summon Mr. Edward C. Hines, although Mr. 
Hines was recognized in his activity in this matter and hail 
been charged in the public press previously with having had 
an active hand in the Lorimer election. Mr. Hines was con
stantly in the galleries and reception room of this body taking 
an active part in conducting a lobby in this behalf, as I am 
informed and believe. 

Mr. ~ORIMER himself was not required to give testimony, 
which I thought a very grave omission, and the 30, 40, or 50 
members of the bipartisan jack-pot combination in the Illinois 
Legislature were not summoned before the committee. The 
committee actually declined to pursue this inquiry, even after 
evidenc~ had been submitted showing that the fack-pot. money 
was used in obtaining the election of Mr. LORIMER. 

In the sixth place, the committee permitted the counsel of 
Mr. Lo&IMER and of the Chicago Tribune to fill the record and 
consume the time of the committee in immaterial and irrelevaIJt 
discussion as to whether or not certain testimony was material, 
i·elevant, or admissible before an investigating committee, ap
plying the highly technical rules of law th1J.t would be invoked 
in a criminal trial, and which had no proper place before a 
committee of investigation charged with inquisitorial powers 
ancl dnties. 

In the seventh pla~e, the committee made arguments in favor 
of Mr. LORIMER that I think utterly unsound, the most egregious 
of which, perhaps, was that even if 7 votes had been corrupted, 
these 7 votes would have to be deducted, not only from the num
ber of those who voted for LoRIMER, 108, but also from the 
total vote, 202, on the theory that if a majority of the honest, 
uncorrupted votes, or votes not proved to have been corrupted, 
shouJd elect a Senator to the United States Senate it would 
give him valid title. 

If the Lumber Trust had desired to buy a seat for Mr. Hop
kins, this doctrine would have permitted the Lumber Trust to 
have bought 24 votes that were cast for Stringer and 39 votes 
that were cast for LoRIMER, and paid them a thousand dollars 
each to absent themselves, and having thus bought 63 votes, and 
each bribe taker having confessed in open court, they could 
have thus procured the election of l\Ir. Hopkins, who would have 
had 70 honest votes under this proposal, leaving Mr. Lo&IMER 
or any other candidate with 69 honest votes, and thus seat l\Ir. 
Hopkins and give him a good title to a seat on the floor of the 
United States Senate that could not be assailed, although 63 
men had confessed their bribery before the Committee on Privi
leges and Elections of the United States Senate. 

What kind of doctrine is this? I am not willing to submit 
this case to a committee entertaining such views or defending 
such views on the floor of the Senate, and I do not believe the 
people of the United States will approve it. Why should a com
mittee which asserts such a doctrine ha1e control over a fm
ther inquiry into the same case? 

Under the doctrine of a " majority of the honest votes " being 
sufficient, the Lumber Trust could have openly bribed 100 votes 
of the Illinois Legislature to absent themselves and have thus 
elected Mr. LoRIMER a United States Senator by the votes of the 
52 Democrats who voted for him in the Illinois Legislature, 
whose corruption was not established. What kind of doctrine 
is this, and why should we place in the hands of a committee 
that entertains such a view and defends it on the floor of the 
Senate the control of this investigation? · 

I can not consent to nor will I be placed in the attitude of 
unfriendliness to this committee. I am personally friendJy to 
it. I sincerely respect the committee, but the views of the com
mittee do not commend themselves to me. I am not willing 
to have a new special committee, with one-half of its members 
committed to a doctrine of such character, make another re
port to the Senate of the United States that shall confirm the 
same views. I should hope that, upon reflection and considera
tion, every member of that committee would realize that this 
doctrine is unsound. When applied to one or two votes or 
even to 7 votes it does not seem to be so egregious, but 
when you apply it, the principle asserted, to half of a legis
lature, leaving only a quorum present, it becomes so shocking 
ns to be revolting. 

Mr. President, the doctrine of a mere majority of the uncor
rupted votes .giving a valid title to a seat on the .floor of the 

United States Senate is untenable, is unsound, and full of 
dangerous and mischievous consequences. It might easily lead 
to the corruption of other legislatures and the election of other 
Senators by the sinister forces of this Republic. It might lead 
to wholesale bribery and corruption. 

Eighth. :Mr. President, I think the committee assumed the 
attitude of a partisan defense of Mr. LoRIMER. They con
demned officials of the State of Illinois who prosecuted crimes 
in ronnection with this election and in effect suggested tlle sub
ornation of perjury by such State officials. The committee 
evidently regarded the witnessess who testified, against their 
own interest, to having received bribes in this matter, as un
worthy of belief, which, I think, was not justilled, since a man 
who gives testimony against his own personal interes·t, who 
gives testimony that disgraces him before the community, who 
gives testimony that wounds the feelings of his family and 
friends, would not do so except by the compelling power of con
science which alone could drive him to make such a shameful 
confession. 

The larger part of the report of the committee was devoted to 
an attempt to show that the State's attorneys had compelled 
witnesses to falseJy confess bribery in order to escape the 
charge of perjury, a view which I could not approve and do not 
wish confirmed. · 

Ninth. I was not content with the doctrine laid down as the 
law of the case, th~t the election would only be invalid in case: 

(1) That the person elected participated in one or more acts ot 
bribery or attempted bribery or sanctioned or encouraged the same; or 

(2) That _by bribery or corrupt practices enough votes were obtained 
for him to change the result of the election. · 

I believe the time has come in this country to set a better 
precedent and adopt a higher moral and ethical standard. I 
believe that the Senate should set the precedent for all future 
time, that where a Senator's seat has been procured by the 
bribery of members of the legislature, such an election should 
be held void. 

The English people were compelled to adopt this rule, and I 
put in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD, in discussing the Lorimer 
case March 2, 1911, the English corrupt-practices act, with its 
plain, simple, common-sense rules, that has put an end to cor
rupt practices in Great Britain. 

The Senate has the power to make the precedent for the 
election of its own Members. I want a sound rule and a rule 
that will terminate, not condone or encourage, bribery and 
corruption. 

In my previous remarks I pointed out testimony, which I 
found convincing, of 10 ·men whose corrupt practices had been 
established by the evidence and 3 more to whom corrupt pro
posals had been made. 

The committee paid no attention to the point-blank testi
mony of Henry A. Shephard that l\.Ir. LORIMER made him a per
sonal promise, in violation of the law of the State of Illinois 
(the law against bribery), which forbids the making of a prom
ise in order to obtain a \Ote. No weight was paid to that 
testimony of l\Ir. Shephard that l\Ir. LORIMER made him a per
sonal promise to use his power as a Senator, if elected, to pre
vent Ur. Richards, the postmaster of Jerseyville, Ill., or his 
assistant, l\Ir. Becker, from being appointed as postmaster of 
that city if Shephard would vote for Afr. LORIMER. Yet Shep
hard makes the fiat proposition in his testimony that he got 
this promise from :Mr. LoRnIER in exchange for his vote, and 
that he would not have given his vote to Mr. r~oRIMER unless he 
liad gotten the promise, and Mr. LORIMER did not contradict and 
no man denied this open charge of personal bribery made 
against 1\Ir. LORIMER. . 

This was a plain violation of the law of bribery of the State 
of INinois, and it stands uncontradicted. The committee ignored 
the fact in its report. 

I submit, fo1· reference to the committee, whoever the com
mittee may be, three affidavits. I do not care to have them go 
into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, but I submit for reference to 
the Committee on Privileges and Elections copies of the a:ffi
da vits of Joseph :M. Goodbrake, J. A. Hutchinson, and George D. 
Steinhauer, to the effect that Joseph S. Clark had made the 
statement that Mr. LORIMER had promised him the privilege of 
naming the postmaster at Vandalia, Ill., in consideration for 
his (Clark's) vote. These affidavits were sent me by William 
P. Welker, State's attorney. I did not present these affidavits 
to the Senate for the reason that cross-examination had not 
been provided, but I think they spould now be before any com
mittee which examines into this matter. This is another charge 
of personal bribery by l\Ir. LORIMER. 

l\fr. President, I do not wish to detain the Senate with any 
discussion of this matter. I understand perfectly well that the 
time for discussion has ended. We are arguing na·w to deter-
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mine the personnel of the new and special committee. I be- not voluntarily present himself before· the committee in order 
Iieve the c·ountry will disapprove of the Senate of the United to justify himself with respect to it, is the stronge~t passible 
Stutes if the Senate of the United States puts the naming of grou?d for Sllspicion that he was guilty of partaking in the cor· 
this special committee in the hands of the Committee on Privi· rup-twn that took plac-e or that was alleged to ha1e taken place· 
leges and Elections, nine of whom voted for Mr. LORIMER; and I in the legislature. If the committee desired to reach the bot. 
am not willing fo take any Imrt in doing that which I believe tom of this transaction, how did it happen that during all of 
will result unfavorably, even temporarily, to· the high standing this investigation no effort was made to require the testimony 
of this body before the American people. ?f the Senato.r from Illinois upon a question of this kind, involv· 

PUBLrc OPINION. mg not only the honor of the Senate, but the honor of the Sen.-
Mr. President, I have a profound respect for public opinion, ator himself, who might have been expected to appear before the 

the opinion of the body of· the American people. We have the eommittee for the prrrpose of making his own defense? 
most intelligent Nation in the world. Our peO'ple read more, It i~ not a question, lli. President, as to the personnel of the 
think more, are more active intellectually than any people on Committee on Piivileges and Elections or the standing of any 
earth. They are advised every day-morning, noon, and night- member of that committee. No- Senator here would' contend for 
by our splendid American press of what occurs in Congress and a moment that any member of that committee is not as well 
in the Senate. With all due respect to the Senate, I believe fi.tted on :iccount of J;is ability, his integrity, and his cons:cien
they know more than the Senate, and this may account for the t10us desire to do his duty .aff any other committeeman who 
retirement of so many of our distinguished colleagues on March might be selected by the Senate, but they have committed them-
4 last and should admonish those who remain not to express selves to a certain line of conduct in the investigation of· this 
too great contempt for the opinions of the people nor to forget matter, so-far as the gRthering togethez of the evidence is con
that publiC' opinion is the ruling sovereign in this country. cerned; they have committed th·emselves to one line, so far as 

Public opinion made a tremendous inroad on the Senate in the law of the case is eoncerned:; and I imagine, .!\Ir. President, 
the last Congress. It retired 20 Senators last March. It will that a large majority of the Members upon this: fl.'001~ are not 
retire 20 more in 1913 if it be not appeased. The American satisfied either with the manner in which the testimony fn that 
people have been very patient and long-suffering, but the limit investi~ation was taken and the investigation made, or with the 
of their patience has been reached by the subservience of the law as rt was laid down and! eontended for by the committee. 
"United States Senate to the selfish commercial inte.rests o:f this Does the Senate- desire that sort of investigation to be re-
countr-y and the indifference of the Senate to public. opinion. made in this case? Was the Senate- satisfied with the investlO'.a.-

For the reasons which I have set forth I shaJI support the tion as it was made in the- first instance-?- If so, the country 
resolution of the Senator from Wisconsin, and I do so in a was not satisfied, as was very clearly dem.-onstrated very soon 
spirit of friendly and cordial amity toward the committee after the final vote was taken. Is there any Member of the 
which has heretofore passed upon this matter. I am not willing Senate who is to-day satisfied with the investigation that was 
to believe that they were less sincere than I, and I am not made at that time? Is the- Senator from IDinois satisfied that 
willing to be denied my right and my duty to express my senti- that investigation established his right to a seat in this body 
ments by any fear that I may not meet the approval of any and -verified andi established his own honesty and honor in that 
Senator who thinks differently from me. transaction? Certainly not. 

lUr. WOHKS. Mr. President, I feel myself free from any Now, the question is· whether· we are going to refer this in-
embarrassment in speaking upon this question since the Sena- vestigation back fo that sam~ committee, with: the line of con~ 
tor from Wisconsin [l\fr. LA Fo.LLETTE] has modified his origi- duct in the- -investigation and the law as they have !aid it 
nal resol'ution by striking out that portion of it which pro- down, or is it betrer, in the. interest of the Senate- and in the 
vided for the appointment of a special committee of which I interest of the country, that new men should be selected to make 
.was one. the investigation? 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. MABTIN] has discussed this I may say it haS' been a matter of some surprise to me that 
question, apparently, upon the theory that it was solely a ques- the Committee on Privileges and Elections has not itself, 
tion as to the p~rsonnel of the committee~ In my estimation under the circumstances, asked that another committee should 
that is far from the truth. It is not so. much a question as to be appointed. On the contrary, the Senator from Vermont 
who shall conduct this investigation as it is a question as to [Mr. Drr.LINGHAM], the chairman of that committee, has made 
how it shall be conducted. It is important, vastly import.ant. the statement on the floor of the Senate that some of the mem
to the Senate and to the country that this investigation, when bers of the committee-I do not know how many-gathered 
made, shall be made fully> fairly, and without prejudice, bias, together and determined to introduce the resolntion that has 
or the appearance of indifference on the part of the investi- been offered here by the- Senator from Vermont, revesting th 
gatorS'. The Senate ·desires it. the country demands it> and power to make this investigation in the committee of which he 
the Senator from Illinois, if he is worthy to occupy a seat in is chairman. Do the Senators believe that an investigation 
this body under any circumstances, should demand it in his ow.n made by that committee under all the circumstances will be 
interest. accepted on the part of the people of the country· as, eon-

When the previous inv~tigation took place I was a private elusive? I do not. · 
citizen. I had no more interest in the outcome of the investiga- I am not making any objection to this reference on account 
tion than any other private citizen had in the welfare and of the personality of any single member of the committee. I am 
honor of his country. I was greatly surp1·ised, when the. in- making it upon the broad ground that they have so co-ndueted 
vestigation commenced, to see that a committee of the Senate this investigation in the past, that they have so contended for 
of the United States, charged with tq.e duty of ascertaining the the law with respect to it, that it will not be conducted as it 
facts with reference to the use of corrupt means in ·electing shonld be-in the interest of the Senate and the country. And 
one of its l\Iembers~ should practically place itself in the hands · it is for that reason, and for. that reason alone, that I stand 
of the attorney of a newspaper and allow that attorney to con- here to-day opposing the reference of this matter to the Com
trol the progress and course of the investigation that was to mittee on Privileges and Elections and snpporting the resol1:1:
be made. Right at the beginning an admission w.as made by tion of the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FoLLETTE}. 

the attorney who was conducting the examination that pre- Mr. ~RISTOW. Mr. President! I a.i;n going to sup~ort the 
vented the presentation of the evidence that we are confronting resolutron of the Senator from W1sconsm, because I think that 
to-day, namely, that the Sena~or ~imself had been a party to the co.mmit~ee i.n the for~er investigat;ion d~d not make a thor
the corruption that resulted rn his election. It was· broadly ough rnvestigation. I thmk the committee mstead' of following 
stated by the attorney, who. was acting in that matter at the ' up all of the trails that were opened leading to evidence avoided 
time in the interest of the newspaper, that there was no evi- them. I had not read a hundred pages of the testimony before 
deuce of the fact that the Senator himself had been a party to I was ~pressed that at least so~e m~mb.ers of that coJ?Illittee 
corruption or that he had any knowledge whatever on that were trying to prevent a thorough mqmry mstead of making one. 
subject. The chairman of the committee in his statement made on 

There was another thing that created surprise in my mindi . Monday last said: 
and that was the fact that the Senator whose seat was in con- 1 noticed that when the Senator from Virginia [Mr. MAnTrn] sab
troversy here was never at any time, either voluntarily or by mitted his resolution it was very similar to the one which I had pre
action of the committee, brought before the committee for the · sented, and l was very willin§ tllat mine should remain on the table 
purpose of stating his side of the controversy. It is impossible. ~dl tf;;~ 1~{ ~~o~ti~~o~1e~h~ru:~~~~g:. Virginia should be adopted'. 
for me to conceive that any man charged with the offenses that 
were charged in this instance should hesitate for one moment Continuing: 
to demand of a committee called UP-On to investigate a question In some respects it is broader than the resolution which I presented 
of that kind, he be heard, and heard under oath. The vePV fact and it was my desire and my purpose, if the investigation were com: 

~., mitted to the Committee. on Prtvileges ancl Elections,. .to make Lt as. 
that he did not make that demand, the very fact that he did broad and deep and searching and thorough as was possible. 
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It is to be regretted that such a desire did not-take posses

sion of the Committee on Privileges and Elections sooner. U 
the desire expre sed by the chairman of the committee on 
:Monday last had existed in the minds of members of the com
mittee when the former inYestigation was in progress the Senate 
would not now be bothered with this question as to whether 
or not this case i::hould be reopened, for in my judgment there 
is not a line of testimony or eYidence that has been brought 
out by the committee of the Illinois Senate that was not avail
able to the Committee on Privileges and Elections at the time 
the inYestigation was made, if it had looked for it. The reason 
that the Senate of the United States, in considering this case 
at the last session, did not ha\e the evidence that has been 
presented by the Senator from Wisconsin during this debate is 
bec-:rn"e the committee did not go after it. It could have been 
found by proper inquiry. 
· Mr. DILLINGHAl\1. Will the Senator from Kansas per
mit me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (l\Ir. TAYLOR in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Kansas yield to the Senator from 
Vermont? 

Mr. BRISTOW. I yield. 
.Mr. DILLINGH.Al\I. I was not a member of the subcommit

tee that bad this inY"estigntion in charge. I attended none of 
their meetings. I was confined to my home by illness at the 
time, wholly unable to be there. 

Bnt, as has been suggested here this morning, that investi
gation was conducted largely upon lines suggested, as I sup
pose, by the Chicago Tribune. The committee, I understand, 
has been criticized for permitting the attorney of that paper 
to conduct, on the one side or the other, the investigation. Re-
garding thn t I express no opinion whatever. · 

But the information that has been brought out recently 
by the imestigation of the senate of the Illinois Legislature 
is information which, I understand, was not in the possession 
of anybody connected with that investigation at that time. 
If so, it certainly ought to have been brought forward. If it 
was in the possession of those who are spoken of as having 
prosecuted that case before the committee, it certainly ought 
to have been brought forward by them. Unless it appears
and I do not recall the fact that it does-that these matters 
were in some way called to the attention of the subcommittee 
which was then investigating the matter I hardly see the jus
tice of the Senator's criticism. If it was within their knowl
edge, or if it appears that it was within the knowledge of 
anybody who was connected with that examination, I should 
quite agree with him that the investigation ought to have gone 
further. 

Mr. BRISTOW. I do not contend that the information which 
has been brought out by the committee of the senate of Illinois 
was in possession of any members of the subcommittee at the 
time that the investigation was in progress, but I do contend, 
first, that it was the business of the subcommittee to look for 
evidence and follow up every indication as to where it could find 
evtdence, independent of what the Chicago Tribune's attorney 
might say or do; and that if it had exercised the diligence it 
should have, this evidence was available then just as much as 
it was available to the committee of the State senate of Illinois 
afterwards. 

l\.fr. DILLINGHAM. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas 

yield to the Senator from Vermont? 
Mr. BRISTOW. Yes. , 
Mr. DILLINGHAM.. I have no disposition at all to criticize 

the statement made by the Senator from Kansas, but I wish to 
inquire of him whether previous to the publication by one of the 
Chicago papers, made during the present season, that it was 
known that $100,000 was spent in this election, it was known to 
anyone connected either with the committee or the prosecution 
that such evidence existed? 

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator from Kansas allow me to 
interrupt him? 

1\Ir. BRISTOW. Certainly. 
Mr. NELSON. I take it the Senator wants to be fair in this 

matter. 
Mr. BRISTOW. I certainly do. 
Mr. :NELSON. As a matter of fact, all this new testimony 

that bas been brought out by the committee came through Mr. 
Kohlsaat, the editor and publisher of one of the leading Chicago 
papers. He saw fit, after the former trial, after the case was 
over, to publish an article in his paper, stating that a fund of 
$100,000 had been raised. That information Mr. Kohlsaat gave 
to nobody, and when he was subprenaed before the senate com
mittee of the Illinois Legislature for the first time he declined 
to divulge the source of his information and refused to answer 

the questions until the man who had given him the information 
released him from the promise of secrecy, and in that way he 
gave the testimony. 

N"ow, you can readily see, Mr. Kohlsaat was a newspaper 
man. He did not go and communicate to the committee or any
body else. The first communication he made was in a news
paper article in his own paper quite awhile after we had dis
posed of the case here in the Senate. As one of the Senators 
who voted against Mr. LORIMER in this matter; I trust it is 
safe for me to make this statement here in this body and to 
call the attention of Senators to the fact that all this subse
quent testimony was brought out be.cause of that editorial 
statement in l\Ir. Kohlsaat's paper. He might ha•e come out 
before, but until he did how could the committee know that 
Ur. Kohlsaat was possessed of that information? 

Probably he was actuated by this spirit. The investigation 
had been started by j:he Chicago Tribune, a rival newspaper. 
Probably he felt like this: Let the Tribune go on and see what 
it can do; and after the Tribune had failed, then Mr. Kohlsuat, 
as a newspaper man, came forward with his story, and that led 
to this new testimony that we have before us to-day, which 
was presented by the Senator from Wisconsin . 

There is whence it came, and . the committee is not to be 
blamed for not getting that testimony. If anybody is to blame 
for it it is Mr. Kohlsaat for not informing the committee when 
they were sitting in Chicago. 

l\Ir. BRISTOW. I think the Senator from Minnesota is in 
error in stating that the editorial was printed after the Senate 
had voted upon the Lorimer case. 

Mr. NELSON. I think not. I am quite sme about it. 
l\Ir. BRISTOW. No i 'it was printed before. It first appeared 

February 15, 1911. 
Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator allow me? Possibly before 

we had voted, but not until long after the committee had made 
their i.nvestigation in Chicago. 

Mr. BRISTOW. Yes; it was printed after the committee had 
made the investigation in Chicago. 

Mr. :NELSON. A.Pd after they had made their report here. 
Mr. BRISTOW. But before the Senate had voted upon the 

Lorimer case. 
Mr. DILLINGHAM. One question further. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas 

yield to the Senator from Vermont? 
Mr. BRISTOW. Yes. 
Mr. DILLINGHAM. This question was very thoroughly dis

cussed in the Senate. I will inquire of the Senator from 
Kansas whether this newly di~overed evidence was in any way 
called to the attention of the Senate during the debate and 
before the action of the Senate. 

Mr. BRISTOW. My memory may be in error; I would not 
state positively, but I think this editorial was made a subject 
of comment. A.t least I think it was reproduced in papers 
before the Lorimer case was disposed of by the Senate. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM. If it was, it escaped my attention en
tirely, and if there is a word in the record of the debate in the 
Senate that refers to any such thing, I would be glad to have it 
pointed out. · 

Mr. BRISTOW. I am confident that Members of the Senate 
had heard of .l\Ir. Kohlsaat's vie~s upon the matter, and that he 
had communicated with certain Members of the Senate and 
given them information in confidential communications bearing 
upon this subject. 

l\!r. DILLINGHA.l\I. Then, I would inquire of the Senator 
from Kansas whether the other Members of the Senate were 
dealt fairly witb in that debate if this mformation prevailed or 
was ascertainable and that fact was not disclosed to us? 

Mr. BRISTOW. Well, that would be a little difficult to say. 
Mr. Kohlsaat had talked in confidence to a number of friends 
in regard to this information; had communicated with a num
ber of friends. Some of them were Members of the Senate, so 
I ha~e been advised. I ha·rn no personal knowledge of this. 
And they did not feel justified in making public information 
.which they had in confidence. Whether or not any members of 
the committee were advised as to l\Ir. Kohlsaat's views, I am 
not able to say. 

Mr. DILLINGHAl\f. If the Senator will permit me, I should 
like to say that, so far, certainly, as I am concerned, this in
formation first came to me during the present session and since 
the matter was made public in the State of Illinois; and I can 
only repeat that if the knowledge of these circumstances was 
lmown on the part of anyone in the Senate at the time, it seems 
to me it should then be urged as a reason why the case should 
be reopened. 

I want to say again what I said the other day, and I say it 
in earnest, too, that if this case is reopened, it ought to be 
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prosecuted with vigor and thoroughness and efficiency, so that 
every fact shall be kriown, whether it i.s done by one committee 
or another. . 

l\Ir. KENYON. l\Iay I ask the Senator from Vermont a 
question for information? 

l\Ir. DILLINGHAM. Certainly. 
l\Ir. KENYON. I have often wondered why l\Ir. Hines was 

not called as a witness before that committee. Has the 
Senator any information on that point? 

Mr. DILLINGHAM. I have not. As I have said before, I 
say again, I was not a member of the subcommittee that had 
this investigation in charge. I was not present in Chicago. 
In fact, I was confined to my home in Vermont with illness 
at the time and I was unable to gef in touch with--

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator from Kansas yield to me? 
l\f r. BRISTOW. Yes. 

·Mr. NELSON. I want to say to the Senator from Iowa, who 
has referred to Mr. Hines, that Hines got into the case because 
of the information that Mr. Kohlsaat gave, or when he pub
lished an article in his paper stating in substance that a hun
dred thousand dollars corruption fund had been raised. But 
when he was called before the committee at first he refused 
to answer, becau e it was corrfidentiaL 

The committee adjourned. In the meantime, the man who 
Jiad given Mr. Kohlsaat the information released him from his 
promise, and then he came forward and brought l\Ir. Hines 
into the case: That is how Hines got into it. He did not get 
into it before Mr. Kohlsaat's article. . 

l\Ir. KENYON. My understanding was that Mr. ~ines was 
very much in the case long before l\Ir. Kohlsaat's article. 

Mr. NELSON. Not in reference to this matter. 
l\Ir. JONES. Mr. President-·-
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas 

yield to the Senator from Washington? 
Mr. BRISTOW. Yes. 
Mr. JONES. My recollection of the record is that there is 

nothing in it anywhere, from beginning to end, that suggests 
Mr. Hines.-

Mr. NELSON. Nothing. 
Mr. JONES. I may be mistaken; but I do not remember the 

name having been suggested, so far as the record goes, until 
after the case was voted upon. 

Mr. BORAH. That is one complaint we haYe of the record, 
that there is nothing in it about Mr. Hines. 

Mr. JONES. Nothing appeared anywhere to suggest to the 
committee that l\Ir. Hines was connected with it in any way, 
shape, or form. Of course, I would not excuse the committee if 
there was anything brought to their attention to indicate that 
Mr. Hines ought to be called. I would not excuse them at all; 
but there is nothing that I can see in the record to indicate that 
Mr. Hines was sugge ted as having anything to do with it. 

I may say that, perhaps, things were brought before the com
mittee upon which they should haT"e acted in a great many way~. 
but I have not seen anything definite in the record to warrant 
any censure of the committee for not bringing Mr. Hines into 
the matter. I think. possibly, if I had been on the committee 
at the time I should have probably taken an entirely diffe"rent 
view of several different propositions from the committee, but 
I do not believe the committee is subject to censure for not 
bringing Mr. Hines in during the progress of the testimony . . 

Mr. NELSON. The Senator from Kansas is a fair man; I 
have always found him to be so; and I am sure for the sake of 
truth he will bear with me. 

How was this new testimony brought about? It came through 
the newspaper article of l\Ir. Kohlsaat and after he was per
mitted to state what he knew, the information he di-rulged was 
that a certain person bad told him that Mr. Hines had said there 
was a fund raised of $100,000 to elect Mr. LORIMER, and that Mr. 
Hines was going around trying to get money, and appealed to a 
certain gentleman-the man who had given the information to 
:Mr. Kohlsaat-asking him to contribute $10.000 to reimburse 
them· that they were in such a hurry to raise that Lorimer 
fund 'of $100,000 a few of them had to put their hands into 
their own pockets, and then afterwards l\Ir. Hines was sent 
around to get contributions, and he passed the plate around to 
get more money to make up for those few who had put into 
the fund. Now, that is how .l\Ir. Hines got into the case. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator will suspend. The 
hour of 2 o'clock having arrived, the Chair lays before the 
Senate the unfinished business, which will be stated. 

The SECRETARY. A joint resolution (II. J. Res. 39) proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution providing that Senators shall 
be elected by the people of the several States. 
, Mr. BORAH. I ask unanimous consent that the unfinished 

business may be temporarily laid aside. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. - Is there objection? The Chair. 
hears none. The Senator from Kansas will proceed. 

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, the criticism that I have 
been making of the investigation was that the committee seemed 
to sit there and wait for something to come to it, and if it had 
not been for the interest of the Chicago Tribune in the matter 
I do not suppose that there would have been any investigation 
at all. . 

Mr. HEYBURN. I wonder if it would interrupt the Sen
ator--

Mr. BRISTOW. Not at all. 
Mr. HEYBURN. There seems to be much criticism of the 

action of the committee in this matter. Unfortunately, the 
chairman of the committee is no longer a member of this body. 
All Senators will recognize the functions of the chairman of a 
committee in presiding over the performance of the duty of a 
committee. I was only one member of that committee. We may 
all have had some idea as to how it should proceed, or we may 
have had different ideas, and the differences were not de
veloped. I think Senators are losing sight of the jurisdiction 
of the committee as prescribed in the resolution. I think they 
are losing . sight of the origin of the investigation; that they 
are losing sight of that which the committee was instructed 
by the Senate to do. The committee did not go out of its own 
accord with a dragnet in order to find charges against a Mem
ber of this body. It acted upon specific charges. It was in
structed to investigate those charges and no others by the ex
press language of the resolution, which I have before me. 

l\fr. BROWN. l\fr. President--
The VICE PRESIDE1'TT. Does the Senator from Idaho yield 

to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. HEYBURN. _I am speaking only by the courtesy of the 

Sena tor from Kansas. 
Mr. BROWN. I wish to ask--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho 

yield? 
l\Ir. HEYBURN. · I do not yield my interruption of the 

Senator from Kansas. I have no right to yield the floor to the 
Senator. I was proceeding to make a statement. 

The VICE PRESIDEl'.""T. The Senator from Idaho declines 
to· yield. 

Mr. BROWN. The Senator from Kansas, I un~erstand, 
yields to me to suggest--

Mr. HEYBURN. If the Senator from Kansas takes me off 
my feet, then, of course. he can yield to whom he pleases. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho will 
proceed. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I am speaking by the courtesy of the Sena
tor from Kansas, in his time, and I did it because I have heard 
it cbarged here within the last few minutes that the committee 
should haT"e done this and that, and we heard · one Senator 
say if he bad been a member of the committee he might have 
done so-and-so. 

Now, it would be well enough for us to look to the power 
and duty that was given that committee. The re olution does 
not say that they shall go out and hunt up testimony or hunt 
up a new case on new grounds other than those contained in 
the charges. It says : 

Resolt'ed, That the Committee on Privile~es and Elections be directed 
to examine the allegations recently made rn the public .press charging 
that--

No; that is l\fr. LoRIMER's resolutiop. I withdraw that from 
the record. I have the wrong paper. It was the resolution of 
l\fr. LORIMER that I started to read, which was never acted upon. 
It remains to-day in the hands of the Compiittee to Audit and 
Control the Contingent Expenses of the Senate. The resolution 
under which the committee acted was as follows: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Privileges and Elections of the 
Senate or any subcommittee thereof, be authorized and directed to 
investigate certain charges against WILLIAM LORIMER, a Senator from 
the State of Illinois, and to report to the Senate whether in the election 
of said WILLIAM LORIMER as a Senator of the United States from saiJ 
State of Illinois there were used or employed corrupt methods or 
practices. 

The charges alleged corrupt methods and practices~ 
. l\fr. BRISTOW. Oh, if the Senator will permit me, it seems 

to me that is all the authority any committee ought to want to 
make the most thorough and searching investigation possible. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Well, the charges-
Mr. BRISTOW. The charges were-
1\Ir. HEYBURN. They are in the RECORD. 
Mr. BRIS'rOW. And also whether corrupt methods-
Mr. HEYBURN. They are in the RECORD. 
Mr. BRISTOW. Will the Senator please read the resolution 

again? 
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Mr. HEYBURN. The charges are specific. I will rend the 

re!:lolution: 
That the Committee on Privileges und Elections of the Senate, or 

any subcommittee thereof, be authorized and directed to investigate 
certain charges against WILLIAM LoRD1ER-

N-0w, there was Qnly one set of chai·ges made, and that was 
made by the resolution offered by the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. BRISTOW. But the committee w&e directed to in-r£sti
gate the charges. What were the charges? 

Mr. HEYBURN. "Certain charges." 
Mr. BRISTOW. What further direction did the collllllittee 

1\Ir. HEYBURN. Based upon what? What other witnesses? 
Name one witness the committee should have f3ubprenaed. 

Mr. BRISTOW. I should have subpoonaed Mr. Hines. 
Ur. HEYBURN. The committee did not even hear of Ur. 

Hines in connection with it. Upon what knowledge would the 
Senator have subpamaed Mr. Hines! 

M1·. BRISTOW. Th'fil'e the Senator explains the weakness of 
this committee's investigaUon. They have never heard of 1\fr. 
Hines. His connection with the Lorimer case was notorious, 
und if the committee had not heard of him-- [Manif€sta
tions <0f apitiause in the galleries.] 

receive? 
Mr. HEYBURN. 

first allegation. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Occupants of the galleries must 
Nothing that was entirely in line with the ~efrain from any demonstl.'ation either of approval or disap-

l\Ir. BRISTOW. If the Senator will continue to read it. 
proml. Any demon'Stration by the occupants of the galleries 
is not permitted under the 1·nles of the Senate. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Can the Senator refer to any word written1 

To investigate certain charges against WILLUM LoRIMER, a Senator spoken, or printed that conneeted Ur. Hines w· th this matter 
from the State of Illinois, and, to report to the Senate- at the time of the bearings? If so, where is it? 

l\Ir. HEYBURN. I will. 

That is, upon the inv€stigation of certain eharges- Ur. BRISTOW. Oh, well, the Senntoe can ask questions at 
to report to the Senate whether in the election of the said WILLIAM d h 
LORIMER as a Senator of the United States from the said State -0f ran om ere. I do not remember. 
Illinois there were used or employed corrupt methods or practices.. Mr. HEYBURN. There is not much random about it. 

Under said chnrges what would the Sena.tor do in court, where 1Hr. BilIS'rOW. It is a matter of faet well known. 
the ;i·ules of procedure are specific and perfectly established, if l\lr. HEYBURN. Upon what is the fact base1? 
he were directed to investigate certain charges? Would he feel Mr. BRis·row. That !fr. Hines w.as intimately eonneeted 
that he had a roving commission to go out in the world and see with the election of .Mr. Lonr.MER, and the evidence that has 
whether or not he could find some cllarges or some grounds upon been brought out by the IDinois senate was then available if 
which to charge? We were not appointed to perform any sucll pr{}per search ha<l been made for it. · 
duty. · · l\Ir. HEYBURN. No; but I want--

If Senators who are discussing this question will bear in I Afr. BRISTOW. It was available then if it had been sought 
mind that th'e -committee was investigating specific and not for by the Committee >On Privileges and Elections. 
general charges, that the charges were made by Clifford w. Mr. HEYBURN. Did the Senator know that Mr. Hines was 
Barnes, that they are in this record, that the charges were charged .as being connected with the Lorimer election? _ 
presented by the Senator from Illinois [Mr~ CuLLoM] upon the l\Ir .. BRISTOW .. !f the Senat?r fl:ad been a !llember of th-e 
authority of Clifford w. Barnes, they will keep doser to the Comnuttee on Privileges. and Elections, he thinks he w<>uld 
text. The committee was not .a roving committee. It was not ha:rn known more about it than the Senator from Idaho seems 
sent out to .find out something that was not charged. It per- to know now. 
formed its duty like good lawyers and Senn.tors and not like l!r. HEYBURN. The Sena~r would have been wiser had 
brigands. he neen a member of the committee than he was as a Senn.tor 

Mr. WORKS. .Mr. President-- of the United States? 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas Mr. BRISTOW. He would have rmdertaken to harn in· 

yield to the Senator from California? formed him.self upon all important matters relating to this 
Mr. BRISTOW. In just a moment. I desire to state that case-

the phraseology of the J.'eso1ution imposed upon that com- Mr. HEYBURN. What steps would the Sena.tor have taken? 
mittee the broadest authority and directed. it to ascertain Mi·. BRISTOW . . Many which the Senator from Idaho seems 
wnether or not WILLIAM LORIMER was elected by the use of to hav-e neglected ·to have done. 
corrupt methods. Mr. HEYBURN. What steps would the Senator from Kan-

M.r. HEYBURN. Now, let us take the Sena.tor's statement, sas have ta.ken to inform himself? 
Mr. President How was the committee to gather µitonnation Mr. BRISTOW . ..,.!'here are many steps that ~ould have been 
as to the grounds upon which any charges are based except taken. . . 
through the .ordinary medium, which was the charging party, ~fr. HEYBURN. I sho~ld like t~ know what steps the 'Sena
with those associated with him? The committee was not ap- tor would take to ascertain something on which he had no lead 
pointed to go outside of the things charged. If the committee whatever. 
had' had it brought to their attention, it would have been author- Mr. BRISTOW. I should have subprenaed a number of 
ized and would have investigated any charges. Did the Senator witnesses which the committee neglected to subprena . . 
know then of anything the committee should investigate! ~fr. HEYBURN. What witnesses'? 

Mr. BRISTOW. If the Senator from Kansas had been a 1\Ir. BRISTOW. I should have subprenaed Mr. LonnrER for 
member of that committee, I think he would have made a more one. 
rigid effort to find information than the committee did. Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. LoRn.1ER was in attendance. He could 

Mr. HEYBURN. The Senator was a member of that com- not be compelled to testify. He was given an opportunity to 
mittee, and I made a separate report joining in the general testify. 
report-- Mr. BRISTOW. Did be decline to testify? 

Mr. BRISTOW. The Senator from Kansas I was referring Mr. HEYBURN. He did not te tify. 
to. The question was directed to me. :Mr. BRISTOW. Was he invited to testify? 

MT. HEYBURN. I beg pardon. The Senator from Kansas, Mr. HEYBURN. He was given an opportunity to testify. 
then, means to say had he been a member of the committee he Mr. BRISTOW. Was he asked to testify? 
would have performed those duties better. Now, what infor- Mr. HEYBURN. He was asked. 
mation did he have upon which he could have based any fur- :Mr. BRISTOW. Did he refuse! 
ther investigation? Did the Senator have any information? l\Ir. HEYBURN. He did not testify. 

Mr. BRISTOW. The Senator from Kansas would not have Ur. BRISTOW. Why did be not testify! 
considered himself limited by the narrow construction which Mr. HEYBURN. The Senator supposes I might happen to 
the Senator from Idaho seems to haYe given to the direction. . have personal knowledge of the fact tha.t he was asked. 

Mr. HEYBURN. But, Mr. President, I repeat, did the Sena- Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Quote the record. 
tor then or at any time have lrn.owledge upon which he might Mr. HEYBURN. No. 
ha·rn acted as a member of that committee had he been a 1\lr. LA FOLLETTE. No; you ean not; that is all there is 
member of it'? about that. 

Mr. BRISTOW. The Senator from Kansas was not a mem- 'l'he VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Kansas bas the 
ber of that committee. He did not have the opportunity to floor. Does he yield further! · 
investigate these facts, nor was the opportunity offered to him Mr. HEYBURN . . I want to do away with some of these 
to ascertain whether or not there was additional evidence that bombastic fallacies that have been brougi1t into this case. 
would tend to prove that Mr. LoRIMER was elected by corrupt Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Then I submit that the Senator will 
methods. do away with :his own fallttcies. 

Mr. HEYBURN. How would the Senn tor obtain that"! 1\Ir. HEYBURN. I have nothing to do with yielding to · the 
Mr. BRISTOW. If the committee bad subprenaed other Senator frum Wisconsin. I am here only by courtesy of the 

witnesses. Senator ftom Kansas. I think it is high time that the dis-
Mr. HEYBURN. What witnesses? eussion ()f this .question should be brought down to the reai 
1\fr. BRISTOW. A number of them. facts, and n-0t to those that have been conjured up from some· 
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where. Of course, eYerrbody. knows perhaps more now than 
before the Illinois Legislature in-vestigated this matter. That is 
probably true, but I was speaking only from the standpoint of 
tbe duty of the committee, which it was charged they had not 
performed. 

J\Jr. WORKS. Mr. President--
The VICEl PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas 

yield to the Senator from California? 
Ur. BRISTOW. I do. . 
M:r. WORKS. · l\Ir. Pre~ident, in view of the fact that the 

Senator from Idaho is still a member of the Committee on 
Privileges and Elections, as the question is whether this matter 
should be recommitted to that committee, it would certainly be 
interesting to know whether he still maintains the views he 
expressed formerly as to the narrow construction that should 
be placed upon the investigation by the committee. 

Mr. HEYBURN. If the Sena.tor from Kansas will yield to 
• me, I will answer the Senator from California. 

Mr. BRISTOW. I will yield. 
l\Ir. HEYBURN. When the newspapers published such state

ments as were published in regard to the investigation of this 
question by the senate of Illinois, I drew a resolution asking 
that this matter be reopened, and only did not present it to the 
Senate because others presented resolutions in the same hour 
and minute. Does the Senator from California think for a 
moment that, as a l\Iember of this body, I have any prejudice 
in fnrnr of Mr. LoRIMER? My instincts are against l\Ir. Lo&IMER 
having a seat in this body, because I do not believe in any man 
holding a seat here with the aid of votes from an opposition 
party, and it required the strictest evidence, in iny judgment, to 
compel me to arrive at a conclusion that he was entitled to his 
seat I did not go .into the hearings with any prejudice in his 
favor. 

Mr. BRISTOW. l\Ir. President--
1\Ir. WORKS. If the Senator from Kansas will indulge 

me-
.1\Ir. BRISTOW. I beg pardon--
Mr. WORKS. The Senator from California made no such 

intimation. But certainly in the case of any Senator enter
taining the sort of view as to the proposition contained in the 
resolution the Senator has expressed, the result would probably 
be as it was before. 

.l\Ir. HEYBURN. If the Senator from California entertains 
such views as he has expressed here on other days it would 
seem to me that he is not an entirely unbiased judge in the case. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Kansas will 
· proceed. 

l\Ir. BRISTOW. Mr. President, before this interesting and· 
somewhat animated colloquy, I was suggesting that the objec
tion I had to referring this investigation to the Committee on 
Privileges and Elections was that it was intrusted with this re
sponsibility upon a former occasion, and it did not make a thor
ough investigation; that it did not follow out the clues that were 
available. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Only once more. ·What charge did .the com
mittee not investigate that was embodied in the charges pre
sented here to us? 

Mr. BRISTOW. There was a long list of charges presented. 
Mr. HEYBURN. I should like to see the list. 
Mr. BRISTOW. There was a long list of 'charges by Mr. 

Barnes that was made the basis for an inquiry. 
Mr. HEYBURN. .Mr. Barnes refused to testify. 
l\lr. BRISTOW. And the committee was directed to ascertain 

whether or not Ml'. LDBIMEB had been elected by corrupt 
methods. 

.l\Ir. HEYBURN. As charged, to investigate the charges for 
the purpose of seeing whether he was elected by· corrupt 
methods. 

Mr. BRISTOW. If the Senator will read the resolution--
Mr. HEYBURN. I read it. 
Mr. BRISTOW. It does not say as charged. That was the 

interpolation by the Senator; it is not in the printed record. 
The committee was directed to ascertain whether or not l\lr. 
LoBBIER was elected by corrupt methods, &nd it did not follow 
up the clues with the energy and determination that it ought to 
have done. · 

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President--
Tlle VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas 

yield to the Senator from Florida.? · 
l\lr. BRISTOW. Certainly. 
l\Ir. FLETCHER. I was not a member ef the subcommittee, 

but--
Mr. BRISTOW. There seems to have been only one member 

of the subcommittee, and that was the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
HEYBURN]. I 8hould like to see another one if I can find him, 
for every member of the committee denies that he was a member 

of the subcomi:nittee, ru1d I think for "ery good l'easons. I 
would be glad to hear the Senator--

Mr. FLETCHER. I will state what is true and correct; the 
record shows it. I am not making denials just for the sa ~e of 
making them. 

l\Ir. BRISTOW. I congratulate the Senator if the record does 
show that he was not a member of the subcommittee. 

1\fr. FLETCHER. I resent the idea that I am here to apolo
gize for anybody at any time, either on the committee or on 
the subcommittee. It happens that there were seven members 
of the subcommittee. I believe five of them actually acted. 
The record shows who were present when this te timony was 
taken. Some of the members of that subcommittee are not 
now l\fembers of the Senate. The chairman of the committee is 
not a Member of the Senate. That is all the more reason why 
I asked the courtesy of the Senator to allow me to interrupt him 
in order that there may be something approaching fairness in 
dealing with the subcommittee . 

If I had been a member of the subcommittee, I should not 
presume to give attention to the remarks that are being made, 
or which have been made, but not being a member of the sub
committee, I feel that out of justice to thofe who are out of 
the Senate now, to say nothing of those who are in the Senate 
who are members of that committee or that subcommittee, 
that at least this much might be suggested to the Senator from 
Kansas. · 

He will recall the record shows that Mr. Austrian appeared 
before the subcommittee and stated: 

We have the names, we have the witnesses, we have the documentary 
proof and the evidence. and we, the Chicago Tribune, are thoroughly 
responsible. No one will gainsay that for a moment. We ask to ap
pear in this matter. 

And they were granted leave to do so. 
Now, there "ras an agency at work, comincr before the com

mittee and assuring the committee that they had the witnesses 
and they knew the testimony-that they knew the facts and 
were ready and willing and anxious to produce them. Was it 
incumbent on the committee to go out searching the hlghways 
and byways at that time and under those conditions? 

In addition to that, the people who now disclose this · new 
alleged evidence were people who were identified with the 
prosecutors who appeared before that subcommittee. The edi
tor of the Chicago Record-Herald, l\fr. Funk, and other people 
there connected with the Harvester Co., and so forth, · ana the 
Chicago Tribune, as I understand it, were identified, certainly, 
with those who were opposing Mr. Lo&IMER. If they did not 
see fit to furnish the evidence in their breasts at that time to 
the subcoinmittee it seems to be far-reaching to blame the sub
committee for not presenting it to the full committee and sub-
sequently to the Senate. · 

:Mr. BRISTOW. I believe the Senator from Florida is at 
present a member of the Committee on Privileges and Elec-
tions. . 

Mr. FLETCHER. I am; and I was a member then. 
1\lr. BRISTOW. Will the Senator from Florida fa-vor the 

same limitation on the investigation that is going to be directed 
now to the committee that was imposed upon the committee 
formerly? Will the Senator refuse to listen to men who come 
and ask to be heard? 

Mr. FLETCHER. Not at all; neither did that subcommittee. 
l\Ir. BRISTOW. The Senator has just stated that it was not 

the business of the committee to go out to search for evidence. 
Mr. FLETCHER. I do not say it was not their business to 

go out and search for testimony if they had anything that made 
it worth while or pointed to any lead . 
• I should say they ought to follow erery lead that indicated 

pay dirt anywhere and in any direction. I am not in favor of 
any limitatioµ. 

The Senator asked me the question whether I am in favor 
of a limitation in the minds of the subcommittee or the full 
committee. I do not know for certain to what he refers, but, as 
far as I am concerned, I am not in favor of any limitation on 
this investigation. Let it lead where it will; let it open up 
what it may; let it reach whom it may; follow it to the .. bot
tom and to the limit, that the truth may be known, and let the 
chips fall where they will. 

Mr. BRISTOW. I will simply state again, as I aid in the 
beginning, that if the Colilillittee on Privileges and Electi.ons 
at the former investigation had been animated by the spirit 
which, judging from what Senators say, at least two members 
are nnimated with now, these two weeks of di cussion in regard 
to the opening of this case would have been nnneces~ary. 

Mr. lf'LETCilER. Precisely; and I submit now that we 
are wasting time in giving reasons wby this ca e shoulQ. have 
been reopened, when there was not a Member of this body 
opposed to it from the start. 



.1911. .CON.GllESSIONA~ RECORD-SENATE . 1665 
Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President, it is a, .ciuestion--
Mr. FLETCHER. But, if _the Senator will allow me one 

moment, so much more is the reason for urging that the Sena
tor· is scarcely f~fr to the old committee, when. the fact is that 
the members of the old committee were not insisting upon 
limitations or restrictions in the making of this investigation. 
The subco~mittee ruled out certain testimony as they saw fit, 
but if there were any rulings objectionable of that nature, the 
criticism ought to be confined to the subcommittee and not to a 
general charge against a whole committee. I say frankly I 
_can not conceive . of any sort of limitations or any sort of re
striction now that ought oo be .imposed upon the members 
making this investigation. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the· Senator from Kansas 

yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 
_ Mr. BRISTOW. Certainly. . 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I jl,lst wanted to ask, before the Sen
ator from Florida took his seat, whether the Comiµittee on 
Privileges and Elections did not adopt the limitation which the 
subcommittee had fixed with respect to testimony-that is, to 
make myself a little more specific, wheµIer on that Saturday 
morning when the Committee on Privileges and Elections first 
met to receive the report of the subcommittee, whether they did 
not propose to adopt, and whether there was not a motion made 
_to adopt, the report of the subcommittee just as it had been 
made to the full committee, limitations and all? 

Mr. FLETCHER. My recollection is-I suppose I am au
thorized to say-that a motion was made to adopt the report of 
the subcommittee when it was submitted to the full committee, 
that the motion was not adopted or agreed to, and the report of 
the subcommittee was afterward,S submitted to the members of 
-the full committee, and not until they had had an opportunity 
of examining it and all the record did the full committee act 

: upon the report of the subcommittee. That is my recollection 
of it. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE). Mr. President, if I am not interfering 
with the course of the argument of the Senator from Kansas I 
remind Senators of the statement made on the floor of the 
Senate by a ·member of that committee, Senator Beveridge, 
that on Saturday morning, December 17, the Committee on 
Privileges and Elections was first called together to receive 
the report of the subcommittee. · 

.- Mr. President, I do not feel the same hesitation which some 

.Members of the Senate express with respect to talking on the 
floor of the Senate about committee proceedings, because, sir, 
I believe that work done in committee is public business, and 
I do not recognize the right of any Senate committee to put 
the ban of secrecy upon the public business which a committee 
transacts. 

Immediately thereafter, before any Senator bad had an op
portunity to examine that testimony, a motion was made that 
the report of the subcommittee which confirmed the title of 
WILLIAM LoRIMER to a seat here, be adopted by the Committee 
on Privileges and Elections. 

So, I say,. Mr. President, the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
BRISTOW] is right in assuming that the full Committee on 
Privileges and Elections was not in possession of all the facts in 
this case when it adopted the report of the subcommittee in 
that meeting. · As early as February 15-indeed much before 
that date-the Chicago papers-not the Tribune, but other 
Chicago papers-had published the fact of the existence of this 
hundred thousand dollar slush fund, brought together and con
tributed for the purpose of purchasing a seat on the floor of 
the United States Senate. It would seem to me, Mr. Presi
dent, with those publications, so widely made by entirely re
sponsible newspapers, that even if they bad made their report 
to the Senate, having notice of the existence of testimony so 
vital, so important, the Committee on Privileges and Elections 
should have asked the Senate to be allowed to take further 
testimony in the case. _ 

1\Ir. STONE. Mr. President; my curiosity is excited by what 
the Senator from Wisconsin has just said. If I understand 
him aright, he declares that it was a matter of general informa
tion, perhaps, in the Senate that before the conclusion of the 
Lorimer case in the last Congress it was known that reputable 
newspapers published somewhere had charged that a fund of 
$100,000 had been raised to purchase a seat in the Senate. The 
chairman of the Committee on Privileges and Elections this 
morning declared in the bearing of the Senate that he had no 
such information ; that he knew nothing of it; and that he bad 
not beard of it until after the matter was taken up by the 
Illinois State senate. I am not sure that I eyer heard of the 
matter until about that time-I mean the Kohlsaat matter. I 

XLVII-lOts 

would ask the Senator from Wisconsin if he· knew of it before 
'that time? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I answer very frankly, Mr. President, 
that I heard of it shortly after the publication of the editorial 
on the 15th of February. That is the date of the publication of 
one editorial in the Chicago Record-Herald, charging that a 
hundred thousand dollar fund bad been expended in corrupting 
the lliinois Legislature and securing the election of LoBIMER to 
the Senate. 

Mr. STONE. Is that the editorial about which Mr. Kohlsaat 
was first examined by the Illinois senate? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am not able to say whether or not 
that is the specific editorial that the Illinois State senate com
mittee bad in mind when it examined him. I know that edi
torial was published on the 15th of February, 1'911, but I am 
informed that other--

Mr. STONE. What was the date of that? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE . . The 15th of February. 
Mr. STONE. What was the date of the final vote OI the 

Lorimer case? I do not now recall. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The 1st of March. 
I am informed that other editorials or editorial comment had 

been made with reference to the existence of such a fund prior 
to that time, but my attention was first directed to the pub
lication of that editorial shortly after it appeared. I will say to 
the Senator from Missouri and to other Senators that it stimu
lated me to make some inquiryt and I sent a telegram to the 
editor of the Record-Herald asking him to furnish me the in
formation upon which that editorial was based. 

I followed it up, sir, with other telegrams. I was not able to 
elicit from him the information upon which he based the state
ment in that editorial. I suffered in that respect just exactly 
as the senate committee of the Illinois Legislature did when 
it got Mr. Kohlsaat before that committee and he refused to 
answer. He felt bound by an obligation of confidence to the 
party who had communicated that information to him not to 
disclose his authority-a sort of journalistic obligation. 

I will say to the Senator from Missouri and to the Senate 
that I appealed to the editor of the Chicago Record-Herald to 
put me in possession of such facts as would enable me to lay 
before the Senate some specific data . upon which to arrest the 
further consideration of the Lorimer case or to reopen it for 
further investigation . 

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Mr. President--
Mr. STONE. That was matter, l\ir. President, in the pos

session of the Senator from Wisconsin, and he was pursuing a 
course that was exceedingly praiseworthy in endeavoring to 
ascertain the facts from Mr. Kohlsaat or from anyone else 
having the information; but that is a little foreign to the point 
I have in mind. What I wanted to know was whether the 
Senator, from Wlsconsin or any other Senator brought that in
formation to the Senate itself or to the committee of the Senate 
itself, so that we might have taken cognizance of it here in the 
Senate, stopped the proceedings, and directed the committee to 
go further with the examination if necessary. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I answer with the ut
most frankness. I have lying upon my desk now a statement 
which I had drafted, addressed to the Senate, asking that further 
proceedings in the Lorimer case be stayed until the Senate 
could take further testimony regarding this hundred thousand 
dollar fund. But, Mr. President, I did not submit that statement 
to the Senate for the reason I will state. I made diligent effort 
to secure the information which would support the statement, but 
was unable to procure it. I stop now just a moment to remind 
the Senate that when a request was made in the Senate-I am 
not able to fix the date-but when a request was made for 
unanimous consent to fix a date for a vote on the Lorimer case 
I objected, and stated to the Senate at the time that I objected 
upon "good and sufficient reason." I was at that time in pur
suit of this information and hopeful that I might be able to 
present it to the Senate before the final vote upon the case. 

Mr. STONE. Did the Senator finally lay it before the Senate? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I did not; because I was informed that 

Mr. Kohlsaat would under no circumstances furnish that testi
mony, even if he were called before a committee of the Senate; 
and furthermore, that he would not appear before a committee 
of the Senate, and that he was ready to absent himself from 
the country and from the jurisdiction of a committee of the Sen
ate if an · effort shouJd be made to summon him. So I was 
certain, Mr. President, if I Sl.1cceeded in arresting proceedings in 
the Lorimer case, upon a statement that new testimony material 
to the issue existed, that I should be unable to produce the wit
ness to prove the facts. 
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I believed and I stated to several Members of the Senate that, 
even though the Senate might vote to confirm the title of Wrr..
LI.A.M Lo&IMEB to his seat iri the Senate, ultimately the truth 
would be known; that it would not be possible to suppress the 
facts, and that ultimately the case would be reopened. I be
lieved then that there would transpire just what has come to 
pass-that the Senate would be called upon to reeonsider this 
case, and that the public interest would not greatly suffer by the 
delay. I want to assure the Senate that I used all legitimate 
means at my command to persuade Mr. Kohlsaat· to come before 
the Senate committee and state the facts which he has since 
stated before the committee of the Illinois senate. I did every
thin"' in that respect which I could, but I failed, and was ad
vised by those to whom I appealed at that time that if the state
ment were made here that this testimony was in existence I 
would find myself utterly unable to furnish it if the case should 
be st:ayed and reopened. For that reason, Mr. President--

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, will the Senator from Wiscon-
sin allow me to interrupt him? · 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will yield, sir. 
.Mr. NELSON. I '\"'oted With the Senator on this question 

at the last session of Congress, and I concede the Senator was 
diligen~ but in view of the fact that the Senator, although he· 
wa diligent, was unable to get this information, why should 
he charge the committee with a lack of diligence because they 
could not do better than he could? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Wel,I, Mr. President, the committee 
had the authority of the Senate to subprena witnesses. If they 
bad gotten sernce upon Mr. Kohlsaat he would have been com
pelled to appear and finally to testify as he :finally testified 
before the committee of the Illinois senate. As I have alrea.dy 
stated, I was advised, if I asked to have the case referred back 
to the committee and the committee authorizetl to summon Mr. 
Kohlsaat, that he would have notice and ample time to place 
himself beyond the reach of subprena before service could be 
made. I think this committee should have discovered these 
facts wpile they were investigating the ca.se in Chicago. For 
more than a year, as I am informed, the story :q.ad been rife 
in Chicago that a hundred thousand dollars had been raised 
as a slush fund to put WILLIAM Lonnmn "across " and elect 
bim as a Member of the Senate. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Mr. President, may I inquire of the 
Senator just for information--

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Just a moment. Mr. President, I have 
been pretty careful in what I have said in this debate regarding 
the members of the former committee. I ha·rn not uttered a 
word reflecting upon their motives. I have tried, Mr. President, 
to observe tbe courtesies of debate. But I can not help saying 
now, in view of the suggestion of the Senator who has asked 
the question, that it does seem to me that a committee, clothed 
with the broad powers of this committee and given the direc
tion that this committee was given by the Senate, might well 
have ascertained all the facts that have been testified to before 
the senate committee of the Illinois Legislature. 

Without criticizing the rules of evidence adopted by the com
mittee, which narrowed the scope of their inquiry, I am wholly 
unable to understand why they permitted Mr. .Austrian, a.n 
attorney, who appeared for the Chicago Tribune, to fix the limit 
of their investigation., and why they did not themselves run 
down every suggestion of fact and send out everywhere for 
information bearing upon the election of Wrr..LI.A:M LoRIMER to 
the United States Senate. Had they pursued such a course 
can anyone doubt that they would haYe discovered as much and 
more than was discovered by the Illinois senate committee? 

.Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President, I will inten·upt the Sen
ator, if I may, just for a moment in order that the record may 
be correct as regards the report of the subcommittee. 

Mr. BRISTOW. Do I understand the Senator from Florida 
is as1.'ing me a. question? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Florida is 
addressing his inquiry to the Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FLETCHER. I want to interrupt the Senator from Wis
consin just for a moment. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I beg pardon of the Senator from Kan
sas for taking so much of his time. 

l\Ir. FLETCHER. I did not know that the Senator from 
Kam:as had the floor, but I will take only a moment. · It will 
be borne in mind that testimony was taken by the subcom
mittee largely in September. The la.st testimony was taken on 
December 7. The report of the subcommittee to the fall com
mittee was made December 17. The action on that report by 
the full committee wns taken · December 20, and the report of 
the committee to the Senate was presented December 21. I 
simply want to state that as the chronological order of events. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Right in that connection--

Mr. DILLINGHAM. May I ask the Senator one question'? 
·Mr. LA FOLLEITE. Right in that connection, it the Senator 

from Kansas will yield to me that'! may ask the Senator from 
Florida another question--

l\fr. BRISTOW. Certainly. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I inquire of the Senator from Florida 

if it is not a fact that on the morning of Saturday, December 
17, the testimony taken by the subcommittee was for the first 
time reported tc the full committee and laid before them for 
consideration? 

l\Ir. FLETCHER. My recollection is, Mr. President, that that 
is correct. Possibly some p.ortiorts of the testimony and cer
tainly the briefs of counsel had been furnished before that time. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Yes. May I interrupt the Senator to 
ask whether prior to that time any portion of the testimony had 
been furnished except what was quoted in the briefs of counsel? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I do not remember that there w..ere any por
tions of the testimony actually furnished to the committee. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. No. I think that is true. Is it not 
also a fact, if I may still further ask the Senator for informa
tion, that on Saturday morning, December 17, assuming that 
to be the date when the testimony taken by the subcommittee 
was first submitted to the full 'committee-if a motion were not 
made to adopt the report of the subcommittee based upon that 
testimony, which, of course, no member of the committee, other 
than the seven membe-rs of the subcommittee, could have read 
up to that time? 

Mr. FLETCHER. I am inclined to think that is correct. A.s 
I stated a moment ago, the motion was not agreed to. Action 
was not taken until the 20th. 

Mr. BAILEY. Will the Senator from Wisconsin allow me? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Just a moment before I yield; I wish 

to ask the Senator from Florida another question. I ask tlie 
Senator from Florida this question, and I base it entirely upon 
the statements made in the course of debate by the then Sena
tor from .Indiana [Mr. Beveridge] who was a member of the 
committee: Is it not true that the reason why the report of the 
subcommittee was not adopted by the full committee at that 
Saturday morning session was because the thei:i Senator from 
Indiana objected to the question being put to the committee on 
the ground that he had had no opportunity to look at the testi
mony, because it had just then been printed and laid before, 
the full committee? 4 

.Mr. FLETCHER. I would say, in answer to that, Mr. Presi
dent, that it is true, I believe, that the then Senator from Indi
ana did object to action on the motion at that time upon the 
ground that he had not had time or occasion to examine that 
testimony; but I can not say that was the sole reason the action 
was not taken, because there would have been others who would 
have objected to the consideration of the question at that time. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. On the same ground? 
Mr. '.FLETCHER. On the same ground. 
Mr. BAILEY. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wisconsin 

yield to the Sena tor from Tens? 
Mr. LA FOLLETrE. Certainly. 
.l\Ir. BAILEY. I simply want to remind the Senator from 

Wisconsin that the full committee were anxious to make their 
report to the Senate at the earliest possible day, because there 
was at that time in the Senate a complaint about the delay, and 
the full committee felt that it ought to submit its report, to-

. getller with the printed testimony, so that Senators might have 
it during the holiday adjournment of Congress. That was orie 
of the reasons urged for immediate action . 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Well, of course, Mr. President, I as
sume that that was urged in the committee. 

Mr. BAILEY. Yes. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Not being a. member of the committee 

I did not know that, and I do not recall that there had been 
any inquiry made on the floor of the Senate about the report 
of the committee that had been appointed to investigate the 
Lorimer case up to that time ; but, of course, the Senator from 
Texas being a member of that committee will have better 
recollection upon that subject than I have. 

l\fr. BAILEY. Mr. President, I do not say that there llad 
been any complaint made on the floor, because I do not recall. 
that such was the case; but I do know that a number of Sena
tors were urging the committee, as I think every member of 
the committee will recall, that the matter should be submitted 
at the earliest possible moment. The Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. DILLINGHAM] reminds me that I myself suggested that it 
hnt'l better be done thoroughly than to be done in haste, and 
it was on my motion that the matter went over untn every 
member of the committee was willing to say that he had suffi
ciently examine~ the record. 
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Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Well, Mr. President, upon that point, 

not being a member of the committee, I can not offer any state
ment; but I think it proper that I should call the attention of, 
the Senate to the statement made by the then Senator from 
Indiana, Mr. Beveridge, who, in the course of his thorough 
and exhaustive discussion of this case, referred to this fact. 
I hnve the RECORD before me; but without referring to it and 
stating it just from having recently read it, I will say that 
the Senator from Indiana, Mr. Beveridge, asserted, in the 
course of the debate when the Lorimer case was before the 
Senate that' the consideration of the case before the Committee 
on Privileges and Elections went over upon his insistence that 
he had not had any opportunity to examine the testimony upon 
which the subcommittee based its report, and hence could not 
vote either to approve or reject the report of the subcommittee, 
and he asked, as he states in his argument before the Senate, 
that the matter be permitted to go over until after the holidays 
in order that he might examine the testimony. 

I remember very distinctly that he said there were seven 
hundred and-. odd pages of this testimony-I think about 780 
pages of testimony-and he said he could not examine that 
testimony, and did not examine the testimony so as to vote 
intelligently as to whether he ought to support the report of 
the subcommittee or' vote against it in the time that intervened 
between that Saturday morning and the Tuesday morning when 
the committee next met to vote on the adoption of the report 
made by the subcommittee. 

If I can understand at all the statement of the Senator from 
Indiana, Mr. Beveridge, it was intended to make plain to the 
Senate that he had tried diligently between Saturday morning, 
when this testimony -was submitted, and Tuesday morning, 
when the committee met, to vote on the question whether or 
not they would adopt the report of. the subcommittee-and at 
which time they did adopt the report-that he had tried dili
gently to examine that testimony, to say nothing about the 
briefs of counsel upon either side, amounting to a couple of 
hundred pages, and that he had not found time between the 
dates of the meeting of the committee on Saturday morning 
and the reconvening of the committee on Tuesday morning to 
go over more than about 190 pages of the testimony and ex
amine it with care and thoroughness such as a lawyer would 
want to put upon any record upon which he was to pass judg
ment. 

I gathered from hearing the Senator from Indiana and from 
rereading his speech that he was compelled as a member of 
that committee to vote on Tuesday morning on the report of 
the subcommittee without having had an opportunity to read 
the testimony in this case and know the facts. 

Mr. BAILEY. Would the Senator from Wisconsin permit 
me? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Certainly. 
Mr. BAILEY. I do not recall the statement of the former 

Senator with respect to the testimony. I do,recall, however, 
that he made some statement on the floor as to his inability to 
examine the briefs, and I recall very distinctly that I suggested 
to him that the brief for the petitioner had been sent to the 
members of the committee some two months before the Con
gress convened. I know the Senator from Indiana did make 
some suggestion about the briefs. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. The Senator from Texas is right about 
that. I have just read over the discussion of that day, and the 
Senator from Texas did remind the Senator from Indiana of 
the fact that these briefs bad been furnished somewhat in ad
vance of the time when the printed record of testimony was 
furnisboo. 

I beg the pardon of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. BRISTOW] 
for having so long trespassed upon his time. I will recur to this 
subject a little later, and I yield the floor now, with my apolo
gies for having occupied it so long. 

Mr. BRISTOW. The question for which I yielded has been 
rather long, but I think I can remember about what I was 
saying. 

To summarize, I stated that I was in favor of the resolution 
of the Senator from Wisconsin, because I did not believe that 
the former investigation was thorough, that it was not made 
with that diligence with which it should have been made, and 
that I believed from what I have heard from the present mem
bers of that committee that it now entertains the same views 
as to the limitations imposed that the committee entertained 
at that time that the im·estigation was made. And that has 
been confirmed by statements made by the Senator from Florida, 
and the Senator from Idaho. That being the case it seems to 
me that the Committee on PriYileges and Elections should not 
be intrusted with this investigation unless the Senate wants 
dust such an investigation as was formerly made. 

Now, I have -received another impression, and that is, that 
while formerly the members of the committee did not go 
out and search for evidence as they should, did not secure 
evidence that was available if they had undertaken to have 
secured it, it now seems to be animated by a zeal and an earnest· 
ness, in part at least, that is creditable. 

But I have been advised upon rumor, which has the ear
marks of accuracy, that the committee as a whole does not 
intend to make this investigation, but intends to appoint, by 
the permission of the Senate, a subcommittee. I am not very 
familiar with senatorial procedure, but if it is the purpose to 
appoint a subcommittee, why does not the resolution say so, 
instead of saying that the committee shall sit in bane? 

I have been further advised by rumor, which has the same 
earmarks of accuracy, that an agreement has been entered into 
by the Democratic leaders and by the Republican leaders that 
that committee shall consist of eight-four Democrats and four 
Republicans. Now, why the Republican leaders have abdicated 
the rights of the majority to have a majority on the committee 
on investigation I have not been advised. 

Of course the leaders on the Republican side-I say "lead
ers" because they have no leader now. Since Mr. Aldrich re
tired his mantle has not been assumed by any of the Members 
on this side of the Chamber. But it is said in the public prints 
that an agreement was necessary in order to insure a majority 
vote in behalf of the Committee on Privileges and Elections. 
The chairman of the Committee on Privileges and Elections, on 
this side, being unable to muster under his standard a majority 
of the Senate, has capitulated and withdrawn his resolution 
and accepted that of the leader on the Democratic side. .And 
the leadership of the Democratic leader [Mr. MARTIN] is well 
recognized-or, at least, it was on l\Ionday-because we could 
not adjourn until he made the motion. 

It is with some feelings of regret, of course, that we see the 
mantle of Mr. Aldrich transferred from this side of the Cham
ber to the other, but it seemed to be necessary in this case. 

I am advised that the Martin resolution is to pass, and that 
then the Committee on Privileges and Elections will select a 
subcommittee of eight-four Republicans and four Democrats-
four Lorimer men and four anti-Lorimer men-and ask the 
Senate to confirm such a subcommittee, and that it will be con
firmed by the same majority that has been secured by merging 
the two elements, one on this side of the Chamber and the other 
on that side, and that it will go through by practically the same 
vote that the Martin resolution will receive. 

Now, that may be true. It looks like it was. Time will 
demonstrate whether or not it is. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President--
The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Kansas -

yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 
Mr. BRISTOW. I do, for a question. 
l\Ir. LA FOLLETTE. I should like to inquire of the Senator 

from Kansas if that indicates to his mind that the reactionary 
elements in the Senate of both political parties are getting 
together? 

Mr. BRISTOW. Of course, I do not know, but I have been 
thinking. Now, that combination will put through the Martin 
resolution for a Lorimer investigation, giving to the committee 
that made the other investigation authority to proceed and in
vestigate. It is to be hoped it will do a better job this time than 
it did the other. 

I ham-wondered if this new combination and this new leader
ship are to continue during the session. It will control the 
Lorimer investigation. Will it control anything else-the 
tariff, for instance? Will this committee, when it is organized 
to make this investigation, investigate exclusively Mr. LoRIMEB 
or will it feel that it has authority to go out and find who 
contributed the money to buy this seat in the Senate and 
search for legal authority to bring action against the men who 
furnished the funds to bribe legislators and buy seats in this 
body, or will it hamper itself by that sense of propriety and 
restriction that will render safe Mr. Hines and the men from 
whom he collects $10,000 contributions? Will it in the hearing 
of the tariff bills that are to come protect Mr. Hines's duty on 
lumber which he has been so anxious to preserve and keep it 
in the tariff bill? Will it affect the duty on iron ore and a few 
other things? This is a very interesting inquiry that comes to 
my mind. 

Mr. NELSON. l\Ir. President, the question is-and the Sen· 
ator from Kansas ·misses it-Will it prevent reciprocity? 

Mr. BRISTOW. Wi11 it insure reciprocity? That would be 
a better question for the Senator from Minnesota to put. 

Now, it may be improper for me to make such inquiries; I 
may be infringing upon the dignity of this body. It may be 
somewhat embarrassing to the leaders on this side of the 
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Chamber.. The mantle of leadership has not yet foun<l any 
single Senator t0< wear it It seems- the senior Senator from 
New Hampshire [:Nk GALLINGEBJ has not been able to get the
mantle onto. his shoniders. The sem-0r Senator from Pennsyl
vania [:Ur. PENRosE] has not found that it fits him exactly, 
although he has inherited it by official positron. And for some 
strange reason-I do n-0t know why-it has: not been tendered 
to the senior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. LoDGE]. 

But since the wolves have somewhat scattered the :ffoclt of 
Jambs on this side· of the Chamber, ancP they have- recently 
fieen in great need of a shepherd, I congratulate· them upon 
having found one, Mr. ?vi.AR.TIN, on the· Democratic side. And 
now we are assured that the majority ig safe and lill oID.cial 
adjourner· will be selected soon, so that when the Senate is 
ready to· adjourn we wfil receive the signal from authority. 

Mr. President, I think that tlie Senate owes something to 
itself as well as to the public. SenatorS' may assume to de
spise public opinion and hold it m contempt; and they may dis
credit the intelligence of the American reading public; that is, 
they may attempt to do so; out that will not succeed. 

If thc:re is- anything that the Senate needs, it is to be re
stored to-the high public esteem that it once occupied and' which 
it ought to occupy now. Senators, public opinion is the so"T
ereign power of this country. We nave no other sovereign, 
and It is' entitled to the respect that sovereignty is entitled 
to, and the man or set of men that affect to despise it wm in 
time receive that public condemnation and disapproV!ll that 
they deserve. 

I want a new committee to make this investigation because 
the resnlts .of the Ia.st investigation ha..ve destroyed' public con
fidence in the thoroughness and effectiveness cif the Committee · 

·on Privileges and ElectioD.S'. The welfare of this countr'Y de
pends vitally upon the public confidence. that the executive and 
legislative and judicful branches of the Government Jiold, and 
if any one branch of this Government of ours loses that puo Ile 
confidence, the very stability and foundations of the Govern
ment are weakened. 

It is a painful thing for me to sit here ancr hear Senators 
futimate that we should be proof against the in.tluence of public 
opinion. Tfifs body is being tried by public opinion in this 
country to-day, and that public opinion carries tremendous 
weight,. and it should'. We ought to dff Uiat which will most 
readily and effectively inspire the public- confidence, and. that 
will be to appoint a new committee to make this investigation, 
to do it promptly, and then act with equal promptness upon 
the facts which the committee submits to us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GALLINGER. in. the chair). 
The question is on agreein~ to the substitute. proposed by the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. 1\fA.RT.IN] for the resolution sub
mitted by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. ~ Fo.LLETTE]~ 

Mr LEA Mr. President,. I had not intended participating in 
the debate upon this question, but feel impelled to state briefly 
my position:, giving tlie reasons for the vote which I i'ntend to 
record. 

In the beginning, it is necessary to state that from such 
testimony as has been published in the papers relating to the 
Lorimer investigation by a committee of· this Senate, the re
ports of the committee and the minority report, the news.I)ape1· 
reports of the criminal proceedings in: Illinoi-s- growing out 
of the legi.slative s-ession of 1909, and from the fact that 
Senator LoRIMER did not take the stand in his own behalf dur
ing the Senate investigation, I have formed an impression
or opinion, if you like--that the election of WILLIAM Lo:a.IMER 

· as a Senator of the United States was. not valid. While it is a.n 
impression or opinion, it is. one which could be removed by 
testimony; still I want the Senators to know that; although 
not a 1\Iember of the Sixty-first Congress which passed upon 
this ~ase, iii. company with Senators who recorded their votes 
at that time, I have an opinion upon it. 

Next, Mr. President, I shall state that my every personal in
clination is to support the substitute resolution offered. by the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. MARTIN], because I would like, espe
cially sinc.e he was not my choice for minority leader, to express 
the full and absolute confidence I feel in his integrity of pur
pose in. his sincere desire that the election. of WILLIAM LORIMER 
be given tli.e fullest and most complefe investigation. Not only 
that, but, since he has introduced the substitute resolution, I 
would be. inclined to vote for it as an expression of my apprecia-

. tlon of his consideration and tactful attitude toward the minor
ity Senators of this body a.rut as a public aclmowledgment of 
his splendid leadership. 

But,: Mr_ President, the Senator from Texas [Mr. B.AILEY], in 
the course of his remarks upon this resolution, on Friday of last 
week, said: "In my judgment, with some immaterial exceptions, 
that committee (referring to the Committee on Privileges and 

Elections} did! its work as- well as any committee of the Senate 
could have· done; and it is:n-0- fair- subject ot criticism against it 
that some or the witnesses: to those transactions concealed their 
knowledge from that committee and afterwards imparted it to 
another committee on to the people.'" 

1f the Senator from Texas ~Mr: BAILEY] casts his vote1 for 
the substitute resolution offered by the Senator from Virginia 
instead of for the- resolution offered by the Senator from Wis
consin [Mr. LA. FOLLET'.DEJ, as an expression of his approval of 
the course taken by the la.st committee of the Senate, by his 
reasonfugs I must withhold my vote; for· I can not approve of 
the course of investigation pursued by that committee or of 
the conclusiomr rt reached:. 

And in saying this, I want it to· be understood franltly that 
I do· not in the slightest degree impugn the motives. of any of 
the Senators wh<> acted upon that committee, for I have the 
:fullest confidence in their integrity of' purpose, and in. what I 
believe to have been their sincere desire to conduct a thorough 
investigation, and acknowledge- gfadly their high cha.ra.eter and 
splendid abilities. My difference· with them is not a personal 
on~. fiut entirely one of judgment. 

There are at least four grounds on which I do- not approve 
the com-se-of the former committee, and in stating these I shall 
not go into the reasonings by which the full committee reached 
its conclusions-, but deal entirely with the procedure adopted 
by the subcommittee. 

The first ground of disam>roval relates to the committee's 
conception. of itS" functions-. The committee seems to have 
thought that its functions were purely judicial and that ft 
occupied the position of' a referee or master in chancery to sit 
and hear proof which might be offered -in the controversy, and 
to report its tlnd1ngs- to the full committee or to the Senate; 
that the parties to thiS"controversy were Mr. Clifford W. Barnes, 
representing, the Legislative Voters' League of IDinois, and his 
designated successor, the Chicago Tribune1 on the one hn:nd, 
ancl Sena.tor LoRIMER as represented: by his counsel, upon the 
other, and that it could make· no irrvestigation other than that 
demanded b;y these parties.. 

A more correct idea of. tlie functions of that committee woitid 
have been that the Senators,. while sitting as such a committee, 
b,a.ve not only judicial but inquisitorial functions to perform, 
and if any parallel IS to be drawn, this committee of the Senate 
is to b.e likened not to a referee. or master in chancery, but 
rather to a grand jury~ that it is to hear not only the testi
mony that may be offered" by the parties directly interested in 
the- controversy, but to seek out, ascertain, and futroduce any 
testimony that may shed light upon. the methods employed to 
secure the election of WILLIAM LoruMER. 

That the committee assumed the theory of the case attributed 
to it by me is substantiated by the following. quotation from 
page 2 of ijleir report:. 

At what was nractieally the outset of the investigation, counsel fo.r 
the. Chicago Tribune (who conducted the. inquiry against Senator 
LORIMER") annannced that he did not expect to connect Senator 
LORIMER with any acts of brfbery, and upon this point the tollowfng 
took. place. 

There follows after this statement a quotation from the tran
script of the case, snowing the position of' th-e Chicago Tribune, 
and throughout the case, so far as I have been allle to observe, 
the committee pursued this attitude, namely: That, inasmuch 
as counsel for' the Chicago Tribune- did not claim that Senator 
LoRllfER was connected with any acts· of bribery, therefore no 
investigation should: be made upon this point. 

Upon the other theory of the case, investigation should have 
been made to see whether Senator Lo.RIMER was connected with 
the bribery in thfs case, irrespective of· the attitude of counsel 
for the Chiacgo Tribune. or anyone else. 

It should have been an investigation, not by the Chicago 
Tribune, not by the. Illinois Voters' League, but by the Senate 
of the United States-, an investigation by the Senate to find 
out whether a man had bought his' way, or- his way had been 
bought for him, into this great body, and it should not have 
stopped at any barriers that might have been raised by any 
counsel for interested parties. 

This brings us to the second grouncl of my disapproval of 
the procedure of the eo.mmittee in this investigation, and that 
is, the failure to put Senator LoBIMER upon the stand and 
require him to give testhnony. The fact, as I gather to-day, 
that a majority of the Senate believe that if another inquiry 
is instituted one ot the. first things that should be done by the 
committee in charge ot it would be to place Senator LORIMER 
upon the stand, is sufficient ground for- stating that the former 
committee erred in not putting WILLIAM LORIMER U\)On the stand. 

The third ground of disapproval of the course pursued by 
that committee was. the adoption by it of certain rules of evi:-
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dence, by which, as I conceive, certain important testimony 
was excluded, testimony which would have led to the discovery, 
doubtless, of other evidence that would have been pertinent and 
material, and which would doubtless have rendered unneces
sary another investigation of this case. 

One instnnce of this is shown by the following quotation from 
the RECORD, page 395, during the examination of W. F. Gray, 
after Mr. Gray had testified that he introduced at the Com
mercial Trust Co., and where he made a deposit of $500, one 
H. J. C. Beckemeyer, a member of the Legislature of Illinois, 
who hnd voted for Senator LoRIME.."Jt. 

Q. ~at were the denominations of the bills you saw ?-A. A $100 bill. 
Q. Did yon. ask where he got it?-A. Yes, sir. 
Q. What did he say? 
Judge H~EcY. I object to that. That is the same question that has 

been ru.led on ~everal times. He can not make corroborative or self
supportmg testunony for himself. 

Mr. AUSTRIAN. He said he deP-Osited it at the Com.mercl.al Trust Bank, 
and this gentleman took him there and introduced him. That is a part 
of the res gestre. 

Judge HA.~CY. It is a collateral matter; there is no res gestm on 
a collateral thing. The doctrine of res gestm applies to the thing 
itself. This is offered for the purpose of inducing this honorable com
mft!:ee or somebody else to infer or draw a deduction or inference 
ag:unst the presumption of innocence ; the direct inference that he 
got this money by improper methods and in an improper manner not 
~rom the ~ame general, but from other, sources that it is claimed 'here 
it was paid. I submit the matter can not be proven in that way by 
proving a lot of collateral things and leave it for somebody to infer. 

Sena.tor GAM.RLE. Is this for the purpose of impeaching the testimony 
of Mr. Beckemeyer? 

Mr. AUSTRIAN. No, sir. 
Jndge HANECY. Or of supporting it? 
Mr. AUSTRIAN. Of course it ls for the purpose of supporting It. 
Sena.tor PAYNTER. When did this occur? 
The W!TNESS. Somewhere last July or the 1st of August. I paid 

~~e;ttention to it. He came in and asked me to go over, and I went 

Senator BuRRows. The objection will be sustained. 

It also appears that other gentlemen-Mr. Ford and Mr. 
Murra~-would have t~stified similarly to Mr. Gray, but under 
the ruling of the committee they were not offered as witnesses. 
The point I desire to make in this connection is that if Mr. 
Gray had been allowed to answer the question and had stated 
that he received that money (deposited at the Commercial Trust 
Co.) because he had voted for Senator Lo.RIMER, then not only 
under the theory of Mr. Austrian would that testimony have 
been competentt but it would have been competent as a declara
tion against interest and would have been material in this case. 

I could cite other similar instances, including the testimony 
of the wife of the late Representative Luke, in regard to the 
statement he made on his return from St. Louis, where he had 
been called to meet Leader O'Neil Brown, when he showed her 
$950 in bills of large denominations. That testimony was ex
cluded on the same ground. 

Mr. President, my insistence is tllat the committee by es.tub
lishing such highly technical rules of evidence, even though they 
were correct, which I do not concede, narrowed the scope of this 
inquiry, and that if the scope had been as broad as it should 
have been, doubtless to-day the time of the Senate and what
ever committee may be appointed to make this investigation 
would not have to be spent in making another investigation 
for Mr. LORIMER would either have been rightly exonerated o; 
he would have been denied his seat in this body, and that would 
have ended the subject, once and for all. 

Mr. President, my fourth disagreement with the committee 
is that the committee did not call Edward W. Hines to the stand 
and take his testimony as to what he knew about the election 
of WILLIAM Lo.RIMER, for I believe we will all agree to-day that 
Hines could have shed more light upon this subject than any 
other man. Mr. Hines, l\1r. President, was not an unknown 
man in this controversy at the time the subcommittee convened 
and sat in Chicago. He had been known for some time as one 
of the creators, or alleged creators, of Senator LORIMER. In 
the Chicago Tribune of May 4, 1910-many months before the 
subcommittee sat in Chicago-there was an article published 
showing the connection between Senator Lonnn:x and Mr 
Hines. We find such articles published frequently. ,In the Chi: 
cago Tribune of May 6 we find the following quotation from an 
article that was published on this subject: 

Mr. Hines admits he telegraphed Aldrich for an appointment but 
snys that he talked to the Senator about the lumber duty and not 
about Lon~riIEn for Senator. Yet apparently there was the silent 
understandrng between the two that ls common to great minds For 
~~f~!d ~oward the latter part of May Senator Aldrich confided thli1 to a 

" Mr. LORIMER probably will be the new Senator from Illinois Mr 
Bines has gone out there to see what can be done." · · 

It was even as the astute Senator said. Mr. Hines had departed 
:from Washington the day before, bonnd for Illinois. A few days later 
the election. of Mr. ~RIMER w~ a~complished. Thus it came about 
that Mr. Hines was given the prrnCipal credit for resolving order out 
of the legislative chaos and filling the vacant seat in the Senate. 

In this way Senator Aldrich saw his wish for a new Senator-any
body but Hopkins-come true. A few week.s later Mr. Hines realized 
a large part of his wish, for the Senate raised the duty on lumber 
to $1.50. 

Again, we find similar articles in the Tribune of May 27 and 
August 5. Then we find that by September public opinion had 
grown so in regard to the connection of this man Hines with 
this controversy, and had become so settled and fixed that 
Hines was a party to whatever was illegitimate in that election, 
that a great conservation congress held at St Paul considered 
that Hines would not be a fit man to preside as chairman of 
the committee on credentials, and why? Because of his notori
ous co~on with the Lorimer case. Hines's connection with 
LoRllIBR was notorious enough for the conser·rntion congress 
to deny him the honor of the chairmanship of the committee 
on credentials, but it was not notorious enough for the sub
committee at Chicago to send for him and to ask him what he 
knew about the election of WILLIAM LoBIMER, the election of 
a man whomt as I understand it, he ha:d boasted throughout 
the clubs of Chicago he had elected and raised to the exalted 
position which he was then filling. 

We have the testimony in regard to what happened at St. 
Paul from a very distinguished gentleman who to-day occupies 
a seat in the President's Cabinet. In referring to the naming 
of Mr. Hines then as chairman of the committee on credentials, 
Ur. Fisher, now Secretary of the Interior, said: 

The vote of 28 to 5 in the Illinois delegation [said Mr. Fisher] indi
cated that the op{)-Osition to Mr. Hines as chairman of the committee 
on credentials was nearly unanimous. 

Thent referring to the part he took in the discussion, Mr. 
Fisher said : 

But on account of Mr. Hines's prominence in the election of WILLIAM 
Loa:mEB, including his activities at Springfield. I argued that it was 
inopport~ne that he should hold a prominent place in the Congress as 
an lll1no1san. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ten

nessee yield to the Senator from Wisconsin? 
Mr. LEA. Certainly, 
Mr. IlA. FOLLETTE. May I ask the Senator the date of 

that last quotation which the Senator has read? 
Mr. LEA. This was from the Chicago Tribune of Thursday, 

September 8. As I recall it, it was about two weeks before the 
Senate subcommittee on investigation met in Chicago. 

Mr. President, as I was saying, if this subcommittee had had 
a different view of its functions, if it had resolved then to 
act, no\ in a pur.ely judicial, but in an inquisitorial capacity, 
I submit that with these statements about Hines being pub
lished in at least one paper-and doubtless published in many 
others, for I have not had time to examine the files care
fully-this committee would have called Mr. Hines to the 
stand and made him testify as to his connection with the 
election of WILLIAM LoBIME:&. The committee did not take that 
view of its functions, and for that reason, Mr. President I 
am unwilling by my vote to return this case to that committee, 
not knowing whether it will consider that it is necessary for 
it to place the same limitations upon their investigation. 

Mr. President, I would not have the temerity to suggest my 
disagreements with the procedure of this committee unless the 
fact had subsequently developed that the committee was in 
error, for, Mr. President and Senators, whenever we cast a 
vote to reopen this case, disguise it and sugar coat it as we 
may, it records the solemn conclusion that the investigation 
by the .former committee was not a success, but a failure. If 
it had been a success-whether it e.xonern.ted LoRIMER or un
seated him-we would not be consuming time to-day in decid
ing whether we should make another investigation· and who 
shall conduct it. 

Mr. HEYBURN. May I ask the Senator a question? 
Mr. LEA.. Certainly. 
Mr. HEYBURN. Did the Senator see that statement in the 

newspaper before or during the sitting of the subcommittee in 
Chicago? 

Mr. LEA. I did not. I will say to the Senator from Idaho 
I was not then investigating this question as a Senator. I was 
not even a Member of Congress much less a member of the 
subcommittee. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Speaking as one of the subcommittee I 
will say that I never saw it. There might have been a th~u
sand statements in newspapers that no member of the com
mittee would see at all. I never heard of it. 

Mr. LEA. I am very glad the Senator asked me tha.t ques
tion, because had he been investigating this subject with a view 
of the committee's having inquisitorial powers, he would have 
been searching any new channel of investigation that might be 
opened. 
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Mr. HEYBURN. I think I may speak for every member of 
the committee, that had their. attention been called to it-and 
none wm assume that they must know all that is in the news
papers-they certainly would have taken notice of it, and it is 
no reflection upon them that they did not know all that was in 
all the papers of the United States. 

Mr. LEA. As I have distinctly stated, nothing that I am 
saying is to be construed as a reflection on the committee. It 
shows a certain line of procedure. Thal: line of procedure did 
not result in success, and if the Senate votes to refer the case 
to it again it indo1;ses a line of procedurQ which resulted in 
failure, for the committee did not accomplish the purpose for 
which it was created. 

Mr. HEYBURN. I should like to suggest in this connection, if 
it does not bother the Senator, that it is rather singular, in the 
light of what has transpired, that the Chicago Tribune, which 
certainly exhausted every possible avenue for evidence or sug
gestions against Mr. LORIMER, did not call the attention of the 
committee to it. The committee did not reside in Chicago, and 
I doubt if any of them read that paper. There can be no ques
tion as to the zeal with which the Chicago Tribune was pur
suing this prosecution. 

Mr. LEA. Relying as much as the subcommittee and the 
Senator evidently did on the Chicago Tribune, it is fair to 
assume that at that time at least the Chicago Tribune chose one 
way of calling it to the attention of the committee, and that 
was by publishing in its columns under very broad and flaring 
headlines-- · 

Mr. HEYBURN. I did not read the Chicago Tribune. I do 
not know whether other members of the committee read it, but 
I did not read in it a statement that it made in regard to Mr. 
Lo&IMER. They produced before us much that they had said. 

Mr. LEA. In the light of recent events I will say to the 
Senator from Idaho, I think it is unfortunate he was not at 
that time a reader of the Chicago Tribune. 

l\Ir. HEYBURN. I think I was fortunate. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama. I wish to ask the Senator from 

Tennessee if he knows that when the committee commenced its 
investigation they first called before them the official of the 
Voters' League and asked him to present all the witnesses they 
could produce touching this election? The official said he had 
no personal knowledge of it-that he got all his information 
from the Chicago Tribune-and asked that they should be sub
stituted for him in representing tpe side which was against the 
election of Mr. LORIMER, and the committee afterwards a~
mitted. Mr. Austrian, the attorney of the Chicago Tribune, who 
proceeded to call witnesses, and every witness he called was 
examined by the committee, as I remember it. If he, knowing 
that Hines or any other man was implicated, and that his 
principal the Chicago Tribune had so stated, knowingly failed 
to gtre this information or to call this witness, I would say that 
he acted jn bad faith to the committee and his employer. 

l\fr. I.iEA. I am very grateful to the Senator for interrupting 
me, because evidently I did not make myself clear to him. I 
stated that I can not vote for this case to go to the same com
mittee, because it treated this inquiry as one in which the Chi
cago Tribune was plaintiff instead of treating it as one in which 
the Senate of the United States was an investigator. They 
treated it as if it was there only as a judge to. try what was 
pro'\ed and whatever might be offered by the Chicago Tribune. 
It sat there in a capacity to enable it to be taken advantage of, 
in a way that the Senator has indicated, if such was done, and 
that is one reason why I can not vote for this case to go back 
to the committee, because it did not seem to think · it was 
clothed with inquisitorial powers. 

Mr. President, in saying that I can not vote for it to go back 
to the committee I want it to be distinctly understood that our 
difference is not a personal one, but purely one of judgment, 
and that as one member of a court can dissent without in any 
way reflecting upon the motives or the judgment or the wisdom 
or the ability of his associates, so can we in this case dissent 
from the judgment of the committee and vote against the reso~ 
Jution that this case should be referred to the Committee on 
Privileges and Elections. 

But, Mr. President, it is urged that it will be a lack of con
fidence in the Committee on Privileges and Elections unless we 
send this case to that committee. I do not agree with that 
for the reasons which I have stated. I contend, Mr. President, 
that we do not show any lack of confidence in the Committee 
en Privileges .and Elections by ordering a new investigation, 
although I say that the former investigation by that committee 
was not a success, but a failure. But, if we are to apply this 
rule of lack of confidence, where will it lead us? If it be a 
Jack of confidence in the Committee on Privileges and Elections 
for the Senate to send this case to any other committee, by the 

same reasoning would it not be a lack of confidence on the part 
of the Committee on Privileges and Elections not to send the 
case to the same subcommittee that had it before; in fact, it 
ought to go, on the parity of reasoning, to the same subcom
mittee, and if the gentlemen of that subcommittee are as true 
and loyal to the principles which they have· announced as their 
supporters advise us we should be to the Committee on Privi
leges and Elections would they not adhere to the same scope 
and the same principles under which they conducted the former 
inquiry? I venture the opinion that if this investigation goes 
to that same subcommittee, and it prescribes it and narrows it 
and hedges it about with the same limitations it did on the 
former investigation, that committee would bring in the same 
report. And to carry one step further this rule of " lack of 
confidence" that subcommittee would bring in the same report 
to the Committee on Privileges and Elections, and would it not 
be lack of confidence for the full Committee on Privileges and 
Elections not to adopt the report of that committee? One step 
further around the circle and then it will be complete. Would 
it not finally be a lack of confidence in the Senate not to adopt 
the report of the full committee? And then after having 
traveled the entire circumference of the circle we would be back 
where we are to-day. 

Mr. President, there is another doctrine which is sought to 
be invoked in this case from which I must dissent, and I do it 
with the greatest possible hesitation and with the profoundest 
respect fo:r; this body. I do it with the greatest possible hesita
tion because I am totally lacking in seniority in both service 
and years, but I want to say that I have heard much in the 
last few days of the doctrine of "senatorial sensitiveness," and 
since the few weeks I have been in this Chamber I have heard 
even more of the doctrine of "senatorial courtesy." While 
during my term of service here I will try to let no Senator be 
more courteous in his manner and demeanor toward his fellow 
Sena tors than myself, and I will try in no way to wound the 
feelings or sensibilities of any Senator, I want to say at the out
set of my term of service that I have no sympathy with "sena
torial courtesy" and " senatorial sensitiveness" to the extent 
it has been attempted to invoke them in t~is case. 

Often when a Senator starts in a certain direction, impelled 
by a sense of duty, he finds he must stop, his progress blocked 
by a barrier which is called "senatorial courtesy." But if he 
is able to circumvent that barrier and go forward, nev-erthe
less, in the same direction, he is again immediately halted by 
another barrier, and it is called " senatorial sensitiveness." 

Or, l\Ir. President, if I were to change the metaphor, I would 
say if the dose of " senatorial courtesy " is compounded with 
"senatorial sensitiveness," I am afraid it will soon render out• 
service ineffective, and the result of the compounded dose might 
be called "senatorial asphyxiation." [Laughter.] 

Mr. President, as was so truly said by the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE] the other day, the true relation 
between the people of the United States and the Senator is that 
of principal and agent. If I were to prescribe any general rule 
which I would follow during my term of service it would be to 
try to do no act as agent that I would not be willing to do if I 
were principal instead of agent. 

And now let us apply that rule to these facts. As I under
stand it, from the meager information I have been able to get, 
the former investigation cost approximately $13,000, an in
significantly small sum in comparison .with the enormous in
come of the Government and its enormous expenditures. But it 
is the sum total of these small items which makes the final 
grand total so large. 

Now, Mr. President, let us suppose this case. Suppose any one 
of us here had employed. a certain lawyer to conduct a certain 
case for us and that his viewpoint of the case had been too 
narrow; that his conception of the rules of evidence had been 
wrong, and as a result thereof he had lost the case, but that he 
had been fortunate enough not only by his service but by the 
service of other new attorneys to gain a_ motion for a new trial. 
Let us assume further that the conduct and trial of that case 
had cost the plaintiff $10,000. Would any of us, if we were 
plaintiffs, reemploy that same attorney who had made a failure 
of that case because we were afraid if we did not reemploy him 
we would wound his sensitiveness, or be guilty of an act of dis
courtesy? 

l\Ir. HEYBURN. Will the Senator permit me? 
Mr. LEA. Certainly. 
Mr. HEYBURN. Would the Senator think it would be a 

violation of any rule if the attorney had lost the case upon the 
evi-dence he was able to produce and other evidence had been 
discovered? Would you change the attorney in order to have 
the benefit of the newly discovered _testimony? 



1'911. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE. 1671~ 

Mr. LEA. Of course not, but the Senator's suggestion is Senate. Who are "they"? If Mr. fines has that information, 
not in point-- we want a committee that will make Mr. Hines produce that 

Mr. DA VIS. Mr. President-- information. 
Mr. LEA. Just a moment and then I will yield. Because the I have the greatest respect for the Committee on PrivHeges 

evidence is here, I wnl say to the Senator from Idaho, or we and Elections, especially for its honored chairman, the great 
would not be ordering another investigation. lawyer from the State of Vermont [Mr. DILLINGHAM] ; but if 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from '..ren- that subcommittee, in its previous investigation, could not di~-
nessee yield to the Senator from Arkansas? cover that this same party, who is now boasting of the money 

Mr. LEA. Certainly. they spent, had anything to do with it-with the papers full of 
Mr. D.A. VIS. I desire to call the attention of the Senator it, the air tun of it-they .could not have conducted a very 

from Tennessee to the fact that the - Senator from Idaho has thorough investigation. 
contended that the subcommittee acted in a judicial capacity. This question goes further than Mr. LORIMER. He sinks into 
I wish to ask the Senator from Tennessee if he ever heard insignificance. We know him not; it is a question of this Sen
of a judge, after he had decided a case and dissatisfaction ate being on trial, and the whole form of government being on 
nrose and a new trial was granted, being solicitous about getting trial. It is a more important question than any other before 
the trial of the case again? the Senate. Shall men come here to make laws under these 

Mr. LEA. I will say to the Senator if I have heard of such circumstances? Shall they come as representatives of special 
a case, under those circumstances, I would be all the mor~ interests, or shall they come to represent the people? If Mr. 
unwilling to submit it to such a judge. Hines is correct-if the Lumber Trust furnished the money---:-

But if my illustration in regard to a lawyer was not happy, what does the Lumber Trust expect back? If the Beef Trust 
I will try one in regard to the medical profession. Let us furnished the money, what is the quid pro quo for the Beef 
assume a Senator fell ill, and having the symptoms of appendi- Trust? Our Senators and Representatives dictate, largely, the 
citis, employed a general practitioner, a man who was not an appointment of district attorneys. District attorneys prosecute 
expert, and no one would claim that this committee was par- these trusts. The question goes to that far-reaching extent. If 
ticularly expert in tbat line of endeavor. Suppose this general Mr. Hines, with his Lumber Trust. has contributed, has it been 
practitioner had performed an operation which had endangered for the purpose of getting a district attorney to prosecute the 
the life of the patient and for which he had received a very Lumber Trust? If the Beef Trust has contributed, has it been 
large fee, but that in performing an operation for appendicitis for the purpose of getting a district attorney to prosecute the 
he had failed to find the appendix. Let us suppose that this Beef Trust? Tbis is one feature of the case that has come to 
same patient fell ill again with the same malady; would he re- me painfully, because I ha\e seen the withering blight of Lori
employ the same surgeon who had failed to find the ' appendix merism. in many kinds of prosecutions. 
for fear he would wound his feelings or be guilty of discourtesy? The country is tired of a half-hearted investigation. This 

So, l\Ir. President, I maintain in this case that the former matter "smells to heaven," aiid the people appeal to and be
committee did not find the appendix of corruption, that another Iieve in the Democrats as well as Republicans uniting in the 
operation is necessary, and for one I want to employ a new formation of a committee that they will be perfectly satisfied 
surgeon. with-one that will go to the bottom of the matter without fear 

In summing up what I have said, because I disagree with or favor. It is no imputation against the Committee on Privi
the former committee in its conception of its functions; in the leges and Elections, I am a member of that committee. My 
scope of its inquiry, in its rules of evidence, and in its failure to friend from Tennessee [Mr. LEA] is a member of that com
place WILLIAM LoRIMER and Edward fines upon the stand and mittee; but that committee made up its mind on the former 
examine them, I can not vote for the resolution, which, in the testimony. There is a certain pride of opinion in all of this. 
opinion of some Senators would be regarded as approving the If a case is tried and goes to an upper court ancl is reversed, 
course of that committee, but I must vote for it to go to a if we have been beaten, we are not satisfied, generally, as 
special committee tbat will be raised upon the :floor of the lawyers, to try that case bfore the same court, but we prefer a 
Senate. I must do this for the- reasons I have given, and for new court. So here there should be a new committee. 
the additional reason that if it was my money that was to be We are, however, met with "senatorial courtesy." I am 
expended in this investigation, and even if I had all the re- mystified by "senatorial courtesy." rt seems to me that as to 
somees of the United States behind me, I would not reemploy almost everything you try to do in the Senate it is suggested, 
the committee which had made a failure of the former investi- " Look out; you are offending ' senatorial courtesy.' " Sena
gation; and because I would not do this as principal I will not torial courtesy can not be a cloak to prevent men from voting 
do it as agent. . . . their honest convictions. It shall never be with me. The people 

Mr .. KENYON. Mr. ~res1d~t,. I ha~ not mtended to OCCUJ?Y of this country are interested in this proposition-more inter
any time of ~~ Senate m th1S discussion, but I find myself m ested in it than they are in senatorial courtesy-it goes to the 
the ~me positi~n as. the ~enator from ~ennessee [Mr. LEA] I very root of this Government, and having a deep interest in 
and ~ accord wit~ .his sentiments; ~nd bemg a 1!1ember of the and love for this Government, they intend to go through with 
Committee on ~vileges and Elections, and be1~g . compeJ!ed the proceeding and have a thorough investigation made, even 
un.der my conscience a~ I see- my du~ to vote ~gamst referrmg though it may jar the somewhat dilapidated fetish of sena-
this case to that coIIlIIllttee, I want sunply to give a few of the torial courtesy · · 
reasons ~or the belief that actuates me. I realize that a new The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the substi
Senaror IS expected to accept the advice of St. Paul to the tute resolution offered by the Senator from ·Virginia [Mr. 
Corinthia~s regarding wo~~n, ".Let .them ke_ep silence in the MARTIN]. 
churches ; but as that mJunction is somebmes br?~en, and Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, just before the vote is 
as the Senator from Tennessee has broken the tradition here taken r want to say a final word if I may have the further 
to-day, I may be excused for still further violating. it. " indulgence of the Senate. ' 

The S_enat~r fron;i Idaho [Mr. ~N] has. said that this The Senate is about to determine whether it will send the 
matter is bemg tJ::ied everywhere else. He .1s exactly ri~ht. Lorimer case to the Committee on Privileges and Elections as 
I have be.en, dunng the last week, down .m the beautif1!1 organized and appointed by the secret conferences and cau
sout~and m States w.hose .senat.ors have possi?Iy vote? on this cuses of the Republican and Democratic Parties in the Senate, 
question before. It is being disc~s~ed and it is being tried h ther it will send this case to a special committee elected 
there. I have been out on the prairies of Iowa, where we un- ?r -: e s ssion by Senators 
derstand not what it means to secure seats in the United States m pen e . ·. . . . 
Senate by trickery or bribery or corruption of any kind, and Public ~terest-the prmcrple. that. all action of this body 
it is being tried there. It is absolutely true that it is being should be influenced by no considerab?n save that of the gen
tried everywhere-on the farms, in the house of business, eral ~ood-dem.a.i:ds that the S~ate .1tse~ should choose the 
around the firesides of the Nation. Public sentiment 1n this committee which IS to make the mvest1gation. 
country, which you mny sneer at at times and pay no attention I p~otest, Mr .. P~esident, agains~ sending this. case to the 
to, has decreed that this investigation shall be complete, with- Committee on .Privileges and Elect;ions because nme members 
out any technicality, without any attempt to protect anybody, of that colllilllttee,. a~ now org.aruzed, have formed and ex
however high or low it may reach. Whether we believe it or pressed settled convictions upon it~ I do not mean to say that 
not we realize the force and power and value of public senti- new evidence has not been discovered since they adjudged and 
ment. It is an abhorrent thing to me that the head of a great determined this case, but I do mean to say that they c?uld not 
1Lumber Trust can sit on the fine upholstered lounges of a well claim that such new evidence would change their Yotes. 
club, glancing into a cocktail and surrounded by the aroma o:t When tlrese S~ators ask to ag~ take cha.rge of this case be· 
a cigar, boast of how they have spent a hundred thousand do!- cause i;iew testimony has be~n discovered, I w.ant to be recorded 
lars to "put over" an election of a man to the United States as saymg that no new testunony has been discovered that can 
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by any possibility change the convictions of a man who voted 
that WILLIAM LORIMER was entitled to a seat in the Senate. 

The new testimony does not at all affect the credibility of the 
evidence that the four legislators, White, Link, Beckemeyer, 
and Holstlaw, were bribed. Not a word of the testimony taken 
by the committee of the Illinois Legislature goes to the ques
tion of whether Lee O'Neil Browne, Broderick, or Wilson bribed 
those four members of the legislature. What I mean is, that 
the new testimony which has induced members of this com
mittee to express an eagerness and a willingness again to take 
possession of this case does not fu the slightest degree aid in 
determining whether the seven witnesses, believed by 40 Mem
bers of this Senate to have been bribed, were or were not 
bribed. 
. If you commit this case to a committee controlled by nine 
Members who rejected the proof of the guilt of the seven bribe 
takers and bribe givers upon the evidence reported by that com
mittee last session, you will have no right to expect them to 
return a different judgment upon any new testimony discovered 
_up to the present time. There is no new evidence here to alter 
their judgment as to the corruption of those seven legislators. 
And mark what I say! No committee who regarded those seven 
votes as untainted will ever find enough new testimony to cause 
it to report or vote to unseat LORIMER. 

Nearly all of the report of the committee of the Senate which 
was sent out to ascertain whether or not LoBIMER's seat was 
bought is devoted to an attempt to show that the law officers of 
Cook and Sangamon Counties had used their power to suborn 
witnesses to commit perjury to prove that LoRIMER had secured 
his sea't here by bribecy. 

This report occupies four and one-half pages of the CoN· 
GBESSIONAL RECORD. It is given over to an arraignment of the 
law officers of Cook County and of ~agnamon County, putting 
them on trial before the Senate, instead of this organization, 
composed, Mr. President-and I choose my words carefully
composed of the Beef Trust, the Lumber Trust, and kindred 
interests which set out to buy a seat on the floor of the Senate. 
I say this because it is time it should be said here. Senatorial 
seats should not be on the bargain counter for great interests 
to buy. 

Now, Mr. President, what does that committee say? I quote 
from their report : 

The circumstances before referred to---

That is, referred to in their arraignment of the law officers 
who were struggling against au ·the obstacles that the criminal 
law interposes for the protection of the accused-

The circumstances before referred to, and many others which might 
be instanced, tended to render the testimony of each and all the 
witnesses who have been named of doubtful value-
White, Link, Beckemeyer, Holstlaw, Lee O'Neil Browne, aud 
Broderick. Broderick was permitted by the committee to tes
tify what he wanted to about the transaction, and then, in 
violation of every rule of evidence, to withhold his testimony 
as to the balance of the transaction on the ground that it would 
tend to incriminate him. . 

Are Senators who are charged to-day with the responsibility 
of reopenin_g this case to a ·genuine investigation for the honor 
of the Senate and the integrity of -ibis Gornrnment willing to 
intrrist it to a committee seven members of which joined in 

··that report and nine members of which, as it is at present 
constituted; voted to sustain that report? You are weighing 
in the balance senatorial courtesy on the one side and the honor 
of the Senate on the other. These may be disagreeable senti
ments to proclaim here, but, Mr. President, the Senate will be 
compelled to hear such sentiments repeated until that time 
when it rears the standard of public service higher than the 
standard' of senatorial politeness and courtesy. 

- I quote further from. this report: 
And n{ each case in which It was claimed that some member of the 

Illinois General Assembly bad been bribed to vote for Mr. LORIMER 
the accusation was positively- denied by the person accused of com
mitting the alleged act of bribery. 

The committee to which it is proposed to entrust this im
portant matter emphasizes that in its report to establish title 
to the seat of WILLIAM LORIMER. Is it so unusual-and con
vincing-for accused persons to make " positive " denial of 
guilt? 

It is, however, declared that if the four witnesses before named 
were bribed to vote for Mr. LORIMER. those who bribed them were 
equa lly guilty, and that the votes of Browne, Broderick, and Wilson 
should also be excluded. 

Now, direct your attention to this: 
But the committee can find no warrant in the testimony for be

lieving that either one of said legislators was moved by any corrupt 
Influence. · 

There is not a scintilla of evidence in this new testimony 
that will help that same committee, or men so minded, to ar
rive at a different conclusion. 

As to the four legislators who confessed to receiving bribes, 
namely, White, Link, Beckemeyer, and Holstlaw, or the three 
members of the legislature, namely, Browne, Broderick, and 
Wilson, who were proven to have paid over the bribe money, 
there is no new testimony which could, by any possibility within 
the operation of any of the known laws of pyschology, work upon 
the mind of this committee to bring them to a different · conclu
sion. They rejected their testimony before, and, as there is no 
new evidence bearing directly upon that feature of the case, they 
would, of course, again reject the testimony of these men. It 
may fairly be assumed that two other members of the com
mittee, as at present constituted, who were Members of the 
Senate, who voted to retain LORIMER in his seat on this report, 
and who adopted the reasons and the conclusions of the com
mittee, will find themselves in the same position. So it must be 
expected that 9 of the 15 members of the Committee on Privi
leges and Elections, as at present organized, would, as men who 
had honestly decided that-

The committee can find no warrant in · the testimony for believing 
that either one of said legislators was moved by any corrupt influence, 

. be compelled upon the same reasoning again to reject the testi
mony that the votes of White, Link, Beckemeyer, Holstlaw, 
Lee O'Neil Browne, Broderick, and Wilson were corrupt. 

And that, Mr. President, . would leave this case on the testi· 
mony that Mr. Hines had boasted that he had raised a hundred_. 
thousand-dollar fund, and had solicited contributions from in
terests he thought would be willing to contribute. That is the 
new testimony. Hines, of course, will come in and deny it. 
There is, too, the testimony of Jandus; and about the only thing 
proved regarding him is that he made an investment of a very 
considerable sum of. money, aggregating about $5,500, in Mon
tana lands which he could not explain. Jandus will also deny 
that he was bribed. 

The testimony as to Mr. McMackin and Mr. Blair and Mr. 
Campbell and Mr. Taylor is of much the same character. They 
also may be expected to enter denials of corrupt acts. 

If a committee would reject the testimony that was offered 
as to the bribery of these seven legislators, what is there to give 
the ·senate hope that it can purge its good name by sending the 
case, with the new testimony, · to the same committee or to a 
body of men controlled by those who stood with that committee? 

Mr. President, the Senate to-day is confronted with one of 
the gravest responsibilities that has come to it since it has 
been my privilege to be one of its Members. 

Senators may speak in scorn of public opinion, and may- cite 
instances in criticism of men who have not read all of the volu· 
minous record in this case. It is per~tly apparent that the 
Committee on Privileges and Elections last session adopted its 
report without having read the testimony. I assert that there 
is no Senator on this floor who was then a member of the 
Committee on Privileges and Elections who can rise in his 
place and say that between Saturday, December 17, when the 
full record of printed testimony was for the first time laid be
fore the committee, and the following Tuesday, when they made 
their report, he had read all that testimony and weighed it all. 
I venture the assertion that there is not one Senator who will 
say that he did. 

We know perfectly well that the members of the Committee 
on Privilege's and Elections followed the members of the sub
committee who had been sent out to make this investigation; 
and, Mr. President, the members ot that subcommittee have 
been ·arraigned here to-day because they adopted rules under 
which they conducted the investigation that were unsupported 
·by precedent or authority. I had forborne to do it, but other 
Senators have taken up the procedure of this subcommittee, 
point by point, and have demonstrated that it was fatally de
fective. So I submit to the Senate now that we can ill afford 
to send this case to the Committee on Privileges and Elections. 

It has been said in the course of the debate this afternoon· 
that it is perfectly understood that" the resolution offered by the 
Senator from Virginia, if adopted by the Senate, will not be fol
lowed by the committee. That resolution, which was offered as 
a substitute for the one I presented, provides that this commit
tee of 15 shall investigate this case in bane, all the members 
serving. If that be adopted, then we shall -have a vote of con
fidence by the Senate in the 15 members of that committee who 
were selected by secret conference and caucus. 

The time is coming, Mr. President, when members of com
mittees will be selected in open Senate on a primary vote, as 
members of both parties now vote in I)lany States to nominate. 
their candidates for their respective tickets. The day is - at 
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hand when the Senate will be democratized and made mo-re 
nearly to represent public interest than it has 1n recent years
than it does now. 

Mr. President, I take the time of the Senate now to cast a 
little backward glance. During the first 75 or 80 years of the 
life of this Republic there was no such thing as corruption in 
public life. 

Now, I do not mean that there were not instances of corrup
tion, for there were. There have always been sporadic cases 
where individuals have betrayed public trust. I do mean to 
say that nothing like systematic organized corruption was 
known then. For 75 or 80 years after the adoption of the Con
stitution, this Government was · truly representative. Why? 
Because business had not been made a part of government. 

And then came a change, a change that I do not hold indi
viduals accountable for, a change that I think was inevitable. 
It put upon us responsibilities which it was destined in the 
course of civilization we should bear. 

I believe that we will be able to meet those responsibilities, 
sir. I believe that here in this New World there is to be 
worked out ultimately in its perfection the problem of self
government. I believe, sir, that here was the best chance for 
it that the whole history of the human race had afforded. We 
did not ha rn to build on the old ruins of other and obsolete 
forms of government. We had a clean foundation, primitive 
conditions. But we were given the richest country in all the 
world, and this very richness .made it impossible that business 
could always be conducted as it was during the first 75 or 80 
years of Ute life of this Republic-on an individual or on a 
partnership basis. It was necessary to bring into life and being 
a new institution to conduct business and develop the country
tbe modern corporation. 

With the modern corporation came the necessity of bringing 
business and government into. close contact. About that period 
ot time the agents of business interests appeared as .itn organ
ized lobby at the Capital of the Nation. They began to go to the 
assemblies and to the senates in the di1ferent States, seeking 
franchises, seeking special privileges, and special immunities; 
and then, for the first time, business was brought into the most 
intimate relationship with the Government. Then, too, for tlie 
first time, temptatiop. came into the life of the Representative, 
and it was a question whether he would yield to the importu
nities of the public-service and other corporations or stand for 
public interest. · 

You will find, in studying this subject, that systematic corrup
tion in Government made its first appearance at that period of 
our life when the corporations began to take charge of the 
development of the country; when they began to tunnel moun
tains, to bridge great rivers, to build great lines of roads, 
to start great industrial enterprises such as the world never 
had seen before. Then it was, I say, that corruption began 
to undermine representative government. From that hour to 
this its virus has been spreading into every fiber of our political 
system. 

There came a time, in 1897, when conditions were. favorable 
to a still further development of this business organization 
which had already begun to destroy the representative charac
ter of our Government. In three years the consolidation of 
great corporations outran anything known before in the experi
ence of this or . any other country, and from that time to this 
it has continued. 

And so we are to-day confronted by conditions altogether 
different from any that have ever before been known in the 
history of this Republic. We need not delude ourselves that 
the great public does not understand this. The people know 
all about it. They understand perfectly well that when the 
corporations had to go to their State legislatures to get fran
chises, and to Congrei::s to get special privileges and land grants, 
the scandals, the great, organized scandals, appeared. 
, Our. business development has its successive stages. It passed 

from the period when business was first transacted by indi
viduals and partnership into the period when it was transacted 
by corporations, and when those corporations were honestly 
in competition with each other. Then came the period when 
those corporations made combinations to destroy competition. 
Now we are in the period when those combinations have been 
consolidated and combined to subjug~te all the commercial, in
dustrial, and :financial institutions of the American people. 

Mr. President, I say to you that an investigation proves 
the Lorimer case to be one of the manifestations of that 
great power working itself out to install here in this body, 
whose traditions ought to make it secure from such con
tamination, a man who comes not with the high sanction 
of the people of his State to represent the public interest, but 
who comes here commissioned to serve special interests. Mr. 

Hines said to LonrMEB in his sworn testimony which I have read 
here, " Can not the interests unite on you? " 

And they did unite "on you "-on LORIMER-and they elected 
him. 

Mr. President, I am not going to comment upon the organiza
tion of this committee, with nine men on it who, in the face of 
all this testimony, voted that LoBIMEB's seat was untainted, 
with only two men on it who voted against him, and with 
only three new men. I cite it in passing as a fact worthy of 
the attention of the Senate. I believe I would violate my oath 
as a Member of this body if I pu·t the feelings of any individual 
Senator or of any committee above service to the country. Talk 
about truckling to public opinion and deciding cases with " one 
eye on the record and one eye on the mob ! " Talk about the 
courage of ignoring public demand! Let me say to you, Mr. 
President, out of some 15 ·or 20 years' experience in puMic life, 
it takes at least equal, if not more, courage to stand up in the 
United States Senate and fight for public interest. · 

It has been suggested that a perfect understanding has been 
reached. This suggestion came from the Democratic side. It 
would thus appear that those who had to do with naming and are 
controlling the committees on the Republican side and those who 
are controlling the committees on the Democratic side have ar
rived at an understanding that if this substitute is adopted and 
goes to the Committee on Privileges and Elections it is not to be 
carried out. That is what has been said here in the course of 
this debate. 

Mr. BACON. What does the Senator from Wisconsin mean 
by that remark? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I mean just what was stated on this 
floor; that instead of this committee of 15 serving in bane, as 
stated in this resolution, it is understood-at least it has been 
so asserted by a Democra~ic Member on this fioor-that there 
will be appointed by the Committee on Privileges and Elections 
a subcommittee consisting of four Members who voted for 
LoRIMER, of three who did not vote on the Lorimer case, and of 
one who voted against him, and that committee is to be the sub
committee to make this investigation. 

Mr. BACON. If the Senator from Wisconsin will permit 
me-

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will. 
Mr. BACON. The language used by him at the time I 

ventured to interrupt him in the time of his very earnest 
remarks was such as to indicate that the Senator meant to 
imply that all the Senators on the Republican side and all 
the Senators on the Democratic side who would support the 
substitute offered by the Senator from Virginia were a party to 
an agreement of that kind. 

I desire to say to the Senate and to the Senator that such 
a statement or such an imputation is absolutely unwarranted, 
so far as I am concerned, and, as I believe, so far as others are 
concerned. What may have been said among themselves by 
Senators who may be upon that committee and who may have 
conferred as to what the future course should be I know noth-
ing. I am not on that committee. · 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I am aware of the fact that the Sen
ator from Georgia is not on that committee. 

Mr. BACON. I am, however, one of the Senators who have 
been indicated--

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I understand that; and I will ask the 
Senator now if he has heard no intimation of the fact that a 
committee of this sort would ·be appointed? 
. .Mr. BACON. I have heard discussions as to what that com

mittee should be, but as to any agreement about it--
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Oh--
Mr. BACON. The Senator can not wave me aside in any 

such way. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. No; and the Senator--
Mr. BACON. If the Senator permits me to interrupt him, 

he must permit me to go ahead. If not, I will wait until he 
concludes. . 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will give you full opportunity; pro
ceed. 

Mr. BACON. I simply mean this, that when the Senator 
makes any suggestion that the support of the substitute offered 
by the Senator from Virginia has been conditioned upon any 
agreement of that kind or any understanding of that kind, 
the Senator is . speaking utterly without warrant and wide of 
the mark. · 

Now, Mr. President, I desire to say for myself, it the Senator 
will permit me the statement further, that I did not undert!J.ke 
to join issue with the Senator in any degree until he put what 
I considered to be an imputation upon myself, at least, if he 
included me in the number, because I intend to support the reso
lution of the Senator from Virginia. 

·-
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I wish to say that I am going to support it simply because 
I have full confidence that whatever committee is appointed, 
whether it be under the resolution offered by the Senator from 
\\isconsin or a committee under the substitute offered by tlie 
Senator from Virginia, it is going to be a most thorough and 
exhaustive investigation. I would not give my support, nor 
do I believe that any of my colleagues would give their support, 
to any measure that they did not think would have a result 
such as I have indicated, because if there ever was an occa-
lon which demands and requires the fullest and most ex-

haustirn investigation this occasion now presents itself. -
The Senator and I differ as to what is essential to secure 

that. If I thought as he does I would vote the way he is 
going to vote. But my confidence in the result of the examina
tion in the one case is as great as it would be in the other. 
In other words, I have full confidence that the committee 
which is sought to be raised by the resolution of the Senator 
from Wisconsin would make a thorough and an exhaustive 
in\estigation. I have equal full confidence that any committee 
raised, either the full committee or any subcommittee of the 
Committee on Privileges and Elections, will also make a 
tllorough and an exhaustive examination. · 

I only ventured to interrupt the Senator because I am not 
willing that it should appear that I am casting my vote in 
consequence of any agreement or any condition. I shall cast 
it in the full sense of my obligation as a Senator to do all in 
my .power and to assist in such measures as in my ·judgment 
will lead to a proper and thorough investigation in this case. 

What the Senator from Wisconsin said was an implication 
that Senators might be guided by other considerations than 
I have thus announced. 

Mr. L.A. FOLLETTE. I have yielded to an extended speech 
by the Senator from Georgia, and I will answer him now. I 
do not want to be misunderstood, and I shall not be. I have 
been a Member of this Senate tor five years. I have understood 
perfectly well how these "understandings" have been entered 
into without being called agreements, and I say that at this 
time it is perfectly understood on this floor that if this resolu
tion is sent to the committee the investigation will not be con
ducted in the manner provided by the terms of that resolution
that is, by the full committee-although the resolution provides 
that it shall be so conducted. 

Mr. BACON. Well, l\!r. President, if the Senator will par
don me--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis
consin yield to the Senator from Georgia? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I will yield for an interruption. 
Mr. BACON. I wish simply to say, Mr. President, so far as 

concerns what the Senator says, that there can be understand
ings without understandings, that if he applies that to what I 
say the Senator is without warrant in his statement to that 
effect. It is absolutely without foundation, so far as I am 
concerned. 

l\Ir. LA FOLLETTE. I am going to say that during the time I 
have been a Member of this Senate, I have on many occasions, 
as Senators conversed among themselves at their desks, when 
votes similar to this were about to be taken, listened to com
ments that it was " understood" that this thing or that thing was 
to be done. I have heard the same comment about this resolu
tion, and I have every reason to believe, from what has been 
said to me privately on this floor, that there is an understanding 
that this committee of fifteen is not to make this investigation, 

. that the Senate is to send it to that committee upon the votes
maybe there are some Senators who do not understand that
of enough Senators who do understand it to be the situation 
to insure the passage of the resolution. 

Mr. BACON. As the Senator turns to me and says there may 
not be--

Mr. LA. FOLLEl'TE. Oh, no; I do not mean to imply any 
want of confidence in the Senator. 

Mr. BACON. When I make a statement on the floor in regard 
to myself, I do not put it upon matters of uncertainty and 
possibility. . 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. There is not any occasion for the Sena
tor to take to himself any personal offense from anything I 
have said to him just now or anything I will ever say to him. 
Dut, Ur. President, for one I am done with this kind of busi
ness, and I purpose to use my voice and what .power I have as 
a l\'.Iember of this body against the transaction of the· public 
bu$iness in any other place except in the open Senate, where it 
will appear in the RECORD. 

I reviewed, Mr. President, on another day while this resolu": 
tion was pending, the system of building up the committees in 
the Senate; how, in the first place, caucu~es are called upon 
both sides. 

Mr. DA VIS. Mr. President-· -
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis

consin yield to the Senator from Arkansas? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Certainly. 
Mr. DA VIS. For the relief of the Senator from Georgia, if 

any relief is necessary, I want to say to the Senator from Wis
consin that the Senator from Georgia was not present when. 
any understandiilg was reached about this matter, and several 
other Senators were not present, but it was distinctly under
stood that this committee should be ~omposed of eight Mem
bers, just as the Senator from Wisconsin states it. I want the 
truth to be known here. 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I thank the Senator from Arkansas. 
I was not present, of course. I had understood from the state
ment made in open Senate here by the Senator from Oklahoma 
that there was such an "understanding," and I was simply 
proceeding to base what observations I had to make upon that 
statement. 

Mr. President, I submitted a few days ago some observations 
upon the building up of the committees of the Senate in cau
cuses held .by either party. I outlined the proceeding-how 
somebody arises in the caucus and moves that the chairman of 
the caucus appoint a committee on committees. That motion, 
as a matter of course, carries. The committee on committees is 
·appointed by the chairman of the caucus and the coIIlll'.iittee on 
committees proceeds to make up the committees of the Senate. 
The committee on committees very largely defers to the chair
man of the committee on committees. Thus the authority 
which has been delegated to us by the legislatures of our respec: 
tive States to represent the people of this country, is delegated 
by the two parties to thei.r respective caucuses, and delegated in 
their respective caucuses to one man who happens to be chair- · 
man of the caucus on that occasion, and delegated by that one 
man again to a committee which he appoints, and largely dele
gated by .that committee to the chairman of the committee. 
This chairman, therefore, wields almost absolute power in the 
selection of the members of the committees that control the 
legislation of this body. 

.What I am stating now goes directly to the composition of 
the Committee on Privileges and Elections. It bears also upon 
the control of the legislation for two years in the Senate of the 
United States. Thus, in a brief space of time, in a caucus cov
ering: it may be, not more than a period of five minutes, there 
has been delegated to one man in that caucus a power which
when it is delegated and redelegated and delegated again
works out finally in the selection of committees that absolutely 
shape and mold legislation in the Senate of the United States 
during the life of that Congress. 

I contend that is undemocratic, unrepublican, un-American, and 
I want to say, Mr. President, that same thing carried into party 
politics has been the occasion for the enactment of the direct 
primary, and the demand for a more direct expression of the 
public voice which are heard upon all sides and which will not 
be answered until written into statute law. 

Let me say to Senators here that the Senate of the United 
States is not great and powerful enough to escape refonnation. 
We have approached nearly to the time when we are going to 
see an end of the control of the legislation of this body by a 
few men who determine the character of the standing com
mittees of the Senate. 

Mr. President, a couple of years ago a resolution was intro
duced in this body by the .Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BROWN]. 
That resolution was sent to the Committee on Corporations 
Organized in the District of Columbia. When the commit
tees of the Senate are being arranged, that committee does 
not receive much attention. It is not expected to be a com
mittee of any importance; almost anybody is assigned to it, and 
I was given a place on that committee. [Laughter.] So was the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BROWN] and one or two other Sen
ators. It was regarded as a perfectly " safe" committee on 
which to place men who might prove troublesome on important 
committees. · 

Now, l\fr. President, when the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
BnowN] introduced his resolution, which was an inquiry into 
the capitalization of the Washington Gas Co., he asked to 
have it referred to this committee of which he '\\US a member. 
It was referred to that committee. Then the Senator from 
Nebraska and I conferred about that resolution and broadenJd 
it a good deal so as to provide for an investigation of the true 
value of the property of the Washington Gas Co., with a view, 
you know, to determining the basis upon which they should 
charge rates. 

Well, that resolution was amended and reported back to the 
Senate. It was purposed to have it go to the Committee on 
Contingent Expenses, in order that we might be· authorized to 
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subprena witnesses and employ a stenographer and make other 
necessary expenditures. Then a fight took place on the floor. 

The Committee on the District of Columbia claimed that reso
lution. This opened the contest. Of course, it was fought out 
on a high plane. There was not a word said as to how the 
resolution itself was to be affected by sending it to that com
mittee, but many things were said privately among Members on 
the floor here about what would happen. Many Members said, 
"Of course if it goes to the Committee on the District of Colum
bia it neyer will be heard of again." It was common talk on 
the floor here that the Committee on the District of Columbia 
had been so organized that such a resolution could never be 
reported out. 

It did go to that committee by vote of the Senate. It never 
came out. It died the death there. That is just one instance. 
I ·cite that committee merely as an illustration. It is not differ
ent from many other important committees in the Senate. 

Mr. OWEN. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wis

consin yield to the Senator from Oklahoma? 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I do. 
l\lr. OWEN. If it would not interrupt the Senator from 

Wisconsin, I should like to call attention to the fact that in the 
Sixtieth Congress, when I first entered this body, I introduced 
a resolution providing for the election of Senators by direct 
vote of the people, and it went to the Committee on Privileges 
and Elections and died the death; and in the Sixty-first Congress 
I did the same thing, and again it died the death. 

1tfr. LA FOLLETTE. l\fr. President, that is the old, old 
story. When I came to the Senate in 1906 I introduced a bill 
for the valuation o:t railroad property. That is one of the many 
bills I introduced. That bill was sound in principle. It was sus
tained by the highest authority of the country. For . yea'rs it 
had been recommended by the Interstate Commerce Commission 
as essential to any right basis for the making and the regula
tion of rates. I introduced that bill in 1906. I also introduced 
it as an amendment to the Hepburn-Dolliver bill which was 
pending before the Senate. Only seven Republican Senators 
voted for it. The Interstate Commerce Commission had said 
they could not ascertain a reasonable rate excepting upon a 
valuation of the physical railway property of the country, and 
it had appealed to Congress in every report since 1903 for 
authority to ascertain the value of railway property in this 
country. Yet, Mr. President, under this iniquitous system here 
in the Senate the committees were organized so that it made no 
difference how strong were the reasons, how strong the appeal, 
how righteous the cause, you could not get out of the Committee 
on Interstate Commerce a bill to ascertain the value of the rail-
way property of this country. . 

I introduced that bill in 1906; I introduced it in 1907, in both 
sessions; I introduced it in 1908, in both sessions; I reintroduced 
1t in 1909, in both sessions. I have introduced it at every ses
sion since I have been a Member of this body. I have had the 
support of the Interstate Commerce Commission for identically 
the bill that I have introduced. I have appealed to the chair
man of the committee time after time. I pursued the chairman 
of that committee for weeks and months around the Capitol to 
get a meeting of the committee so I might have a hearing on 
that bill . 

.Mr. President, a system like that throttles democracy, it 
destroys representative government; and the Senate of the 
United States can not m~intain such a system. It will go down, 
as it ought to go down, before a righteous public opinion. 

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, will the Senator permit an 
interruption? 

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Certainly. 
Mr. HEYBURN. I send to the desk a telegram which I ask 

may be read. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the telegram 

will be read. 
The Secretary read as follows : 

CHARLES G. BENNETT, 
STATE HOUSE, Springfield, Ill., June 1. 

Secretary Unitea States Senate, Washington, D. 0.: 
I forwa.z:d you to-day by express copy of evidence and copy of report 

of Helm investigating committee and copy of resolution adopted by 
State senate. 

J. H. PADDOCK, Secretary. 
Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I thank the Senator 

from Idaho for bringing me back to the Lorimer case. I wan
dered somewhat afield, I confess, although I do contend, Sen
ators, that what I have had to say about these committees is 
pertinent to the resolution upon which you are now to vote. I 
believe that every American citizen and I believe that every 
Senator right down in his heart must rec.ognize the soundness 
and the wisdom of submitting this case to a new committee, a 

committee composed of Senators who have not taken part 1n 
any proceediligs in this case up to the point of passing judg
ment upon it There is something in the human mind that, 
after it once records its judgment, makes difficult the re
forming of that judgment. 

I believe, Mr. President and Senators, that we ought to sub
mit this matter to a new committee. I do not feel about it just 
as if it were a matter of submitting it to a jury, because we have 
got to act as judges as well as jurors finally in this case. We 
can not get rid of that, as suggested by the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. BACON] the other day. But there is another 
office that falls upon this committee of investigation-that of 
exploring for testimony, that of pursuing every clue, that of 
hunting down and bringing to the Senate of the United States 
every fact that has a bearing on this case ; for I say to you, 
Senators, this case is a good deal bigger than Mr. LoRIMER; 
it is vastly more important than the great Commonwealth of 
Illinois. I want to see a committee, Mr. President, that will 
pursue this investigation to the high places in this land, to the 
most powerful commercial organizations in the country, and 
lay bare the secrets which are there housed and concealed relat
ing to the election of Senator LORIMER and to other and very 
important matters which deeply concern this Government. 

I believe, Mr. President, we should select a committee that 
is absolutely free. I believe that it is better for the Committee 
on Privileges and Elections if we do so. I can not conceive of a 
judge before whom I ever tried a case, to whom I applied for a 
new trial upon newly discovered testimony, arguing and plead
ing and struggling to retain the case for retrial. I trust the 
Senate will not be misled by any feeling of sentiment, but will 
meet the situation with directness and submit this inyestiga
tion to the control of a committee composed of new men who 
were not Members when the Senate passed upon the LoBIMER 
case before. 

l\fr. MARTIN of Virginia. Mr. President, I desire to say, in 
view of the remarks made by the Senator from Wisconsin [l\lr. 
LA FOLLETTE], that the resolution offered by me as a substitute 
for that offered by the Senator from Wisconsin represented my 
individual views and my individual opinions, and that it was 
offered on my individual responsibility as a Member of this 
body. I do not mean to say that I did not consult with other 
Senators and did not hav-e the advice and assistance of other 
Senators in treating this matter; but certainly no Senator gave 
his assent to the resolution offered by me except upon his own 
judgment and his own individual responsibility as a Senator. 

I can go further, Mi.'. President, and say that I have not 
solicited the support of a single Senator for the resolution 
which was offered by me. .Every Member in this body is as 
free and as independent as I am, and any Senator who votes 
for the resolution votes his own convictions and vptes on his 
own responsibility. 

I desire to go further, Mr. President, and say that no Senator 
will vote, so far as I know or believe, by reason of any agree
ment or understanding, open or secret or otherwise, but he will 
vote his independent judgment as he thinks he ought to vote. 

At the time I offered the resolution, 1\fr. President, it was my 
confident expectation that this investigation would be conducted 
by the full committee. The resolution· provided that the com- · 
mittee should sit in bane in making this investigation. Of 
course, that simply meant that a majority should do so; it did 
not mean that every Member should be present; but it meant to 
repel the idea that the committee should act through a suh
committee. It intended to require that the action taken should 
be the action of the full committee, for the reason that there 
was a legal impediment in the way of having the subcommittee 
act in the premises. 

The committee must be a committee of the Senate in order, 
under the law of the land, to exercise full powers in dealing 
with cases of contempt. That being a criminal procedure, there 
was grave doubt, if indeed there was not a certainty, whether 
a subcommittee would have jurisdiction to act efficiently in a 
case of contempt. It was therefore provided that the com
mittee should sit in bane, to repel the idea that they should 
undertake to make this inYestigation through a subcommittee. 

In the progress of that matter, Mr. President, the argument 
was made that the Committee on Privileges and Elections was 
too large a body to conduct this investigation efficiently; it 
was ai:gued that it would take from the Senate, at a time when 
the presence of Senators was required, too large a number of 
the membership of the Senate away from Washington to visit 
Springfield, Chicago, and perhaps other places. It did seem 
that there was a good deal of force in the argument. I talked 
freely with Senators on both sides. of the Chamber in respect 
to that difficulty, and the opinion was expressed to me that 
the full Committee on Privileges ·and Elections would find it 
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:p.ecessary to designate a special committee. I call it a "special 
committee," because they can not act through a subcommittee. 
In view of the conversation held by me on that subject with 
?rfembers of the Senate on both sides of the Chamber, I be
came sa tisfied that such a conclusion would be inevitable; that 
the Committee on Privileges and Elections would find it neces
sary to act through a special 1committee composed of a lesser 
number than 15 Senators. I myself not only felt that that would 
be necessary, but I found that the membership of the Com
mittee on Privileges and Elections agreed with me and expressed 
that opinion; and that was the basis of the statement made 
by me in the few remarks which I submitted the other day, 
that I would put this responsibility up to the Committee on 
Privileges and Elections, and they would have to deal with it 
in bane, as a whole, or through such other agency as they 
might see fit to provide and recommend to the Senate. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. President-· 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Virginia 

yield to the Senator from Washington? 
Mr. MARTIN of Virginfa. I do. 
~fr. JONES. The Senator from 'Virginia does not intend to 

give the Senate the impression that he conferred with all the 
members of the Committee on Privileges and Elections, does he? 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. I did not intentionally do so, and 
I do not think my remarks bear that construction. If so, I 
cheerfully make the correction, for I did not so intend. 

Mr. JONES. I am sure of that. 
. Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. I talked with some members of 

the committee, but not with all. After those conversations I 
was of the opinion that it was the purpose of the Committee on 
Privileges and Elections to recommend to the Senate a special 
committee, composed of perhaps eight members. 

Mr. JONES. Mr. President-. -
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Vir

ginia yield further? 
Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. Certainly. 
Mr. JONES. Mr. President, in view of what the Senator 

has just stated, does he not think that the suggestion I made 
the other day, that all these resolutions really ought to be 
referred to the Committee on Privileges and Elections, would 
be the best course to take? I take it 'that the Senator's idea 
now is that we should pass tllis resolution directing the Com
mittee on Privileges and Elections to sit in bane, but without 
any idea that it would do so; and that it would bring in some 
other course of procedure to recommend to the Senate. There
fore it would seem to me-and I am still of the opinion that 
I was the other day-that it would be far better to refer all 
these resolutions to the Committee on Privileges and ElectionB 
and let that committee bring out s'uch resolution as it thought 
would propose the best course for the Senate to take. 

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Vir

ginia yield to the Senator from Texas? 
Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. I do. 
Mr. CULBERSON. Before we pass from the question of a 

full committee, I wish to remind the Senator from Virginia of 
the fact that, if I mistake not, in the Smoot case from Utah 
and in the Olark case from Montana the full Committee on 
Privileges and Elections sat in this city, heard all the testi
mony, and made its report. 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. Mr. President, undoubtedly the 
full Committee on Privileges and Elections could sit in this 
city, though that might be attended with some inconvenience. 
It is equally true that the full committee might sit in other 
cities, but in other cities the inconveniences would be still 
greater. It was suggested that in this case, under the condi
tions existing in the Senate at this time, it would be desirable 
to have a lesser number delegated and given the full authority 
of the Senate. I say that this idea came along after I intro
duced my resolution, for I introduced the resolution with the 
full purpose of having the entire committee make the investi
gation, and I provided that the investigation should be made 
in bane, so as to prevent any subcommittee being created for 
the purpose. It was only after considerable discussion and a 
considerable lapse of time, when so often the argument was 
made to me in discussing the resolution which I had offered 
that it would not do to have the whole 15 or the majority of 
15 Senators away from the business of the Senate at this time 
that I considered the question of a lesser committee, and dis~ 
cussing it, I say, with members of the Committee on Privileges 
and Elections I found a strong sentiment in favor of a smaller 
committee. Indeed I thought I might conclude with safety that 
it was the purpose of the Committee on Privileges and Elections 
to designate a smaller committee. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM and Mr. BROWN addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Vir
girµa yield, and to whom? 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. I yield first to the Senator from 
Vermont, and then I will yield to the Senator from Nebraska. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM. Mr. President, I want to say that there 
never has been a conference in the Committee on Privileges 
and Elections in relation to this matter, but I have heard every
thing that bas been said, I think, on both sides of the Chamber 
in relation to it. Two or three days ago when the amendment 
of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HITcHcooK), I think it was, 
was pending, providing for the appointment of a. special com
mittee of a smaller number, I made the remark here that, in 
looking over the condition of the work of that committee and 
the size of it, I had myself reached the conclusion that in all 
probability they would be obliged at some stage of the proceed
ings to ask for the appointment of a subcommittee to carry on 
the work of the committee, and when I introduced a resolution 
on the 22d instant, it was substantially the same as that of the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. MilTIN]. I pnrposely avoided 
mentioning any subcommittee, having myself a feeling at that 
time that it would be better that the committee should sit as a 
whole, as it did in the Smoot case. On the other hand, since 
that time ·I have beard objections to that view, that it wouJd be 
impossible for them to do so. In looking the matter onr I 
became convinced that probably a smaller committee a t some 
time would be required, so I made that statement on the floor 
of the Senate; but as for any meeting or even any consultation 
among the members of the Committee on Privileges and Elec
tions as to what they would do, there has been none. No one 
can say that that committee has made any an-angement of 
that kind. ' ' 

Mr . .MARTIN of Virginia. Mr. 'President, the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE] has talked about secret arrange
ments and open arrangements. I want to say to him that I 
have not made any secret arrangement, and if he made any in
timation or insinuation that I have, it was without color ot 
reason or a particle of justification. Every word that has 
passed between me and other members of the committee whether 
Democratic members or Republican members, in resp~t to this 
matter has been open to all ears that would listen. I have 
told every Democrat with whom I have had an opportunity to 
talk my opinion as to the matter, and there has been no secret 
about it. There has been no reason for secrecy. There was a 
considerable demand for a smaller committee, and I expressed 
the opinion that that would be the result. I expressed that 
opinion after talking with members of the committee, and I 
am of that opinion now. I have not hesitated to express that 
opinion openly to anybody; and if I had had occasion to talk 
to the Senator from Wisconsin on the subject I would have 
told it to him as freely, or more freely, than I would to most 
Senators here, because be was more interested in the subject 
than most Senators. Every Member pe1·haps. on the Democratic 
side has heard all that I know of the matter. I may not have 
talked to e-very one, but to all with whom I have spoken I have 
expressed the same opinion. I repeat there has been no secrecy 
and there has been no occasion for any secrecy. Everything 
has been open and aboveboard. I had expressed the opinion 
that there would be a smaller committee designated, that it 
would have to be reported to the Senate, and when the names 
came in, if the Senate did not like the names, the Senate could 
reject them. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFIOER. Does the Senator from Vir

ginia yield to the Senator from Nebraska? 
Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. I do. 
Mr. BROWN. I am very anxious to understand the idea in 

the Senator's mind. His resolution provides for an investiga
tion, and instructs a certain committee to make that investi
gation in bane. ·That is the language of the resolution. Now, 
is it the idea of the Senator from Virginia when this resolution 
passes, if it shall pass, and goes to this special committee, that 
the committee will proceed to make the investigation accord
ing to the terms of that resolution, or does he expect that 
committee to report back a recommendation for a smaller com. 
mittee to be authorized to make the investigation? 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. As I have explained, this resolu
tion was introduced f>y me with the full expectation and pur
pose that "the standing Committee on Privileges and Elections 
of the Senate, and not a special committee. would undertake 
the investigation and would sit in bane and do the work. 

Mr. BROWN. I understand that was the Senator's original 
proposition. 

Mr. l\IARTIN o1 Virginia. In presenting that idea tlle argu
ment has been made that the Committee on Privileges and 
Elections was too large to do the work efficiently, and so many 
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Senators ag constitute the full membeTshlp of that committee, 
which fs made up of 15 Sena.tors, could not leave Washington 
at this time. 

Mr. BROWN. Now, I want to know wha:t the pr'*lent idea 
of the Senator is, and what the committee will do with the 
resolution if it shall be passed '2: 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia.. Though no agreement has been 
made with the committee, a.fter talking with members of the 
committee, I reached the opinion-and having reached it I have 
expressed ft to Senators freely, openly, and publicly-that that 
committee would find it necessary to name a smaller committee 
and report accordingly to the Senate, and then the Senate 
would designate that smaller committee as a special committee 
of this body to make the investigation. 

l\fr. BROWN. Then, as a matter of fact~ ff the Senator will 
permit me, the Senator from Wisconsin [.Mr. LA. FOLLETTE] was 
absolutely right when he said that this resolution was being 
passed without any intention of having it carried out; that, 
instead of the committee making the investigation in bane, it 
would report a proposition for the creation of another com
mittee. That seems to be the present idea. of the Senator who 
:fathered the resolution which ba.s been offered as a substitute. 

Mr. MARTIN _of Virginia. I think that will be a very wise 
conrse for the committee to take. 

Mr. BROWN. Then, Mr. President, why not amend the Sen
ator's proposed substitute resolution and have it say on its face 
:tast exactly what the Senator expects' to happen to it after the 
C{)mmittee gets it? 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. I do not desire to amend the reso
lution, because I ofl'ered it in this shape and I propose to have 
the Senate vote on it in this shape. It puts the responsibility 
on the standing Committee on Privileges and Elections, where 
it belongs, and if that committee can not perform the duty in 
accordance with the terms of the resolntion it is the respon
sibility of that committee to r-eport to- the Senate accordingly. 

Mr. WORKS. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Vir

ginia yield to the Senator from Otlifornia? 
Mr. MARTIN of Virgmia. I do. 
Mr. WORKS. I should like to ask the Sen:rtor from Vir

ginia whethe:r, in considering the matter of a smaller commit
tee, the question was discussed as to how the- committee should 
be composed? 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. It was discnssed w the extent 
that I have insisted in every conversation I buve had with 
every Senator- that there must not be on the committee a ma
jority ot men who voted before for WILLIAM LoRIMEB, and I 
am satisfied that there will not be. If there should be, I do not 
believe: the Senate will or ought t°' appoint sudr Members rec
ommended as a special committee. For my own part, I would 
not expect to vote fur such a eommittee. If the Committee. on 
Privileges and Elections should make a report to the Senate 
·recommending a special committee and na~ that special 
eommittee,. and a majority of those so named had voted for 
.WILLIAM LoRI.MER at the last session, I wf>nld expect to vote 
against appointing that committee. 

lUrr BRISTOW. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senatar from Vir

ginia yield to the Senator· from Kansas? 
Mr. MARTIN o:f Virginia. I do. 
Ur. BRISTOW. I should like to inquire if it is further un

derstood that there shonld be four Democrats and four Rep.u~ 
lieans on the subcommittee that shall be appointed? 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. There has been no understanding 
to that effect There is, however, an expectation on_ my part 
tha:t if there ure. eight members, there will be four who voted 
for LoBIMER and four who- either voted against him or did not 
vote at alL 

Mr. BRISTOW. As I understand, then, there· iB really no dif
ference between the Senator from Virginia and the Senator 
from Wisconsin. as to- what really iS' the understanding as to 
the ultimate end of this resolution. 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. I think there is a very wide dif
ference between the statements: I have made and the statements 
made by the Senator from Wisconsin. He talked about a secret 
a:gre-e-ment here. Tbere has been no secret. agreement; there has 
been no secrecy. I have talked with Senators, and I have as
ee-1i"t:lined what their- opinions and beliefs on the subject were, 
and I have given open and public expression to the opinion I 
have formed after hearing the views of those Senators. That 
is aill there is of it. 

Mr. BRISTOW. Th-at is, there is no agreement~ but simply 
an understanding that what has been understood to be an agree
ment is to be carried out without any agreement having been 
made? 

Mr. MARTIN of Virgfuia. I am not going into any meta
physical discussion of any such proposition· as that with the 
Senator from .Arkansas. I do not think the conditions in. the 
Senate have gotten to that pass where Senators ca:n not express 
a purpose and Senators can not believe in that pnrpose without 
calling it "an agreement." 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator :from Vir

ginia yield to the Senator from Nebraska:? 
1\fr. MARTIN of Virginia. I will yielct for a question. 
Mr. BRISTOW. If the Senator from Nebraska will pardon 

me, I merely want the name of the State corrected. r have not 
the honor- of representing Arkansas, f>nt I have the honor, fn 
part, to represent Kansas. 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. The Sena.tor from Kansas all(}WS 
Ws imagination to get possession of him and indulges in 
facetious remarks very often in the Senate. While he is inter
rupting me, I will can his attention to some innuendaes be cast 
during the day abont agreements between Senators on this side 
and on the other side particularly in reference- to a motion to 
adJourn. If there was any agreement abont the motion to 
adjourn it was between the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA 
FOLLETTE] and myself. He asked me to- make that motion. and 
I made it. I had no agreement with any other ~uman being in 
respect to it. I thought the time had come when we ought to 
adjourn, and I had a right to make the motion. It Sena.tors did 
not want to adjourn, they had a right to vote against the 
motion. I do not think that that properly subjected me to any 
animadversions of the character indulged in by the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. BRfSTOW. If the Senator will pardon me, I will say 
that I did not know it was an animadversion to suggest that he 
had inherited the leadership of the- Senate, or that when he made 
a suggestion a majority voted with him, and that it was- neces
sary, apparently, for him to make the motion before- we could 
ndjcmm.. I thought I was conferring a great honor upon the 
Senator from Virginia. 

Mr. MARTIN or Virginia. When I get h-0nors I expect to get 
them from some other hands. I did not understand that a: mo
tion to adjourn eonstituted leadership in the Senate. The 
Senator from Wisconsin eXIJress:ed a desire not t<> proceed that 
evening, and I thought it would be exceedingly unreasonable to 
expect him to proceed then In a eonveTsation between him 
and myself he suggested that I move to adjourn, and I did it, 
and that is ail there is to it. My friend, the Senator from 
Oregon,. says to me,. very much to my Stn'prise. I can hard1y 
say to my ~ because I thought everybody was- tired, and 
that the Senate would. ado-pt a motion to adjourn, even if made 
by your humble servant. 

.Mr. Presid~ I will not protract. my rema.rkEt I regret ex
ceedingly t& have· felt ealled upon t() detain the Senate under 
the' cireumstanees,. tired as we- all are, but I did feel, in vie-w 
of the--

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator- from Virginia 

yield to the Senator from Iowa? 
Mr. MARTIN ot Virginia. I do. 
Mr. CUMMINS. As- I understand the Sena.to-r from Virgfnia 

n:ow, it is bis expectation, putting aside all questions of under
standings or agreements, that the Committee on Privileges and 
Election~ it it takes: this res-ointion, will shortly nominate to 
the Senate- a select committee to carry on this investigation~ a 
committee to be rommissioned and authorized by th-e Senate 
itself. Am I right? 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. I think they are going to do that· 
but it the Senator bas any doubt about it, let him talk to th~ 
members ot the committee- like I did. I do· not want to be 
sponsor for them. I believe- they will do that. I have stated 
it two or three times, and that is all I ea:a say. 

Mr. CUMMINS. The Senator from Virginia is the author o-t 
the resolution we are now considering, and he says it is his 
expectation that if it is adopted the Committee on Privileges 
and Elections will shortly nominate to the Senate a select eom
mittee, to be thereafter· either elected by the Senate or refused 
by the Senate. The resolution of the Senator from Wisconsin 
is that we now nominate and elect a select committee-. 

In what respect does the resolution of the Senator from Vir
ginia, therefore, differ in principle from the resolution of the 
Senator from Wisconsin? 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. I am not going to prO'Iong my 
occupancy of the- floor by going into a diSCTISsion of that. That. 
is as apparent to the Senator from Iowa as it is to me. The 
resoluticms speak for themselves. l\Iy resolution directs the 
Committee on Privileges and Elections to make this investiga
tion. If the Senate passes it, the responSI'biiity ·will be UP' to 
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the Committee on Privileges and Elections. I have express~d 
the opinion that that committee would find it necessary to 
name a special committee. It can not name a special com
mittee except by the concurrence of the Senate. It will be a 
committee of the Senate when created, and when they do report 
a special committee, in case ~hey do, if the personnel is not sat
isfactory to the Senate, the Senate can correct that personnel. 
That is all I desire to say. That is all there is to it 

Mr. CUMMINS. So that in the end the Senator from Vir
ginia expects the Senate to elect the special committee? 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. The Senate will certainly have 
to approve the recommendation or substitute some other names. 
You can not create a special committee except by the action of 
the Senate. The action of the Senate created the Committee on 
Privileges and Elections, and it must create any special com
mittee that is raised. 

Mr. POINDEXTER. Mr. President-- . 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Vir

ginia yield to the Senator from Washington? 
Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. For a question; not for a speech. 
Mr. POINDEXTER. The resolution introduced by the Sena

tor from Virginia authorizes the Committee on Privileges and 
Elections sitting in bane to conduct this investigation. Now, I 
understand that the Senator, even if this resolution should be 
adopted, does 9i:10t expect it to be carried out. I will ask the 
Senator what is his opject in submitting this resolution to the 
S~nate if he expects it to be ignored after it is adopted? 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia. I have explained that so often 
that the Senator will have to reason it out for himself. I can 
not go through it again. 

Mr. President, I am sorry to have det.ained the Senate so 
long. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, I desire to say a few words be
fore this vote is taken. 
. Mr. President, at the last session of Congress I voted for the 
resolution which declared in effect that Mr. LoBIMEB was fraudu
lently elected to the Senate and was not entitled to the seat he 
occupied. Before casting that vote . I examined the testimony 
taken by the Committee on Privileges and Elections with such 
thoroughness as I was capable of. I read every word of that 
testimony, and read the material parts of it more than once. 
I was familiar with the record as it was then made up. I came 
to the conclusion that l\Ir. LoBIMEB's election was not honestly 
secured, and accordingly I voted to unseat him. I cast that vote 
under a profound conviction that I was doing right. Nothing 
coming to my knowledge has since occurred to shake my faith 
in the accuracy of that judgment or the righteousness of that 
vote. There has not been a day since that vote was cast that 
I would not have been willing to vote to reopen the case, if it 
could have been properly done, for I did not, and do not, think 
the case was rightly determined. Of course, I recognize that 
where the claim or title of a citizen to anything of value is 

' disputed there must come a time when controversy over that 
title must be composed and finally settled; and yet, Mr. Presi
dent, if a motion to reopen and retry that case could have been 
entertained under the law governing this body, I would not have 
hesitated to support it. Whatever might have been said hereto
fore about reopening the case, the time has now come when that 
motion can be lawfully and properly made. When the State 
senate of Illinois entered upon the investigation with which 
the Senate and the country are familiar and developed a mass 
of new and important testimony I felt that the time had come 
when the Senate, with the utmost propriety and within the 
strictest letter of the law, not only might reopen the case for a 
new investigation, but that the time had come when the Senate 
stood face to face with the imperative and unescapable duty of 
reopening it. Moreover, Mr. President, I express it as my confi
dent belief that there is not a Senator here on either side of 
this Chamber who does not feel exactly as I do about this 
matter. Since the Illinois State senate concluded and reported 
upon its inquiry there is not a Senator here who does not favor 
reopening the case for a more thorough investigation by this 
body. There bas never been the least occasion-and now I 
speak with the utmost delibera_tion-for any argument of any 
kind, brief or extended, to be made here to convince the Senate 
or any Senator that a new investigation should be made. Every 
moment consumed in that behalf has been a moment wasted
at least wasted so tar as any useful purpose here is concerned, 
although it may have been profitably spent if posing in other 
fields was the chief end to be promoted. Mr. President, there 
has been a great deal of politics, and to my thinking very 
'small politics, introduced into the consideration of this matter. 
I am free to say that I feel a sense of profound indignation, 
yes, even of contempt, for many things that have been going on 
here since this .session began about this Lorimer case. This is 

not the sort of business into which small politics should be 
introduced. . While the public right and interest require that 
we should proceed with due expedition, we should also proceed 
in a spirit of fairness and with becoming dignity. Where the 
honor of a man or the good name of a State is involved mere 
theatrical politics should be eschewed. 

Mr. President, as for myself I need no additional inculpatory 
evidence to determine my judgment as to LoBIMER's guilt of the 
charge against him. If this case should be or could be again 
brought before the Senate on the same record we had before, I 
would vote again as I voted before. I need no additional inculpa
tory testimony to determine my course or to establish my judg
ment. If the committee which will make the investigation we are 
about to order shall return additional incriminating testimony, it 
will tend only to confirm the opinion I have already deliberately 
formed and expressed. If there is any exculpatory testimony 
to be found, I will welcome it. No man would rejoice more 
than I if the Senator from Illinois [Mr. LoRIMEB] or his friends 
in Illinois can produce facts-real facts, about which there can 
be no question-showing that he is innocent of the dishonoring 
charge made against him. No man, I say, would welcome that 
kind of testimony with more pleasure than I. I would not have 
such a heart as should throb in the breast of a real man if I 
would not rejoice to see Mr. Lo&IMEB prove himself innocent 
of the charge against him. I fear that proof can not be made, 
but if it can be made, then, as God is my judge, I hope it will 
be made, for his sake, for the sake of our country, and espe
cially for the honor and good name of the great State of Illi
nois. I have no malice or feeling of hostility against Mr. LORI
MER. I can not rejoice over the fall of any man. A ruin of that 
kind is always a pitiful spectacle. I am unspeakably sorry that 
this shameful tragedy has occurred. 

Mr. President, I have not cared much about the personnel of 
the committee that is to carry on this investigation. To be sure, 
I want a fair and representative committee, and a committee 
that will go to the bottom of the inquiry and ascertain all the 
facts. If there was, as I believe there was, base corruption in 
that election, I want to see it exposed. I want it written, as it 
were, upon a scroll blazoned on the sky that every man may 
read. But the mere personnel of the committee is a matter, to 
my thinkingt of minor consequence. All we should want iEl a 
representative committee, fair to Lo&IMEB, fair to the Senate, 
fair to the country, and which will proceed promptly to dis
charge its duty thoroughly and justly. I have heard Senators 
say there are two questions before us-one as to whether the 
investigation shall be ordered and the other as to what particu
lar agency shall be employed to make it. As to the first of 
these there is absolutely no difference of opinion. The investi
gation is as good as ordered already, and it will be ordered by 
a practically unanimous vote. I have not heard a Senator say 
anything to the contrary. I have not heard an expression that 
was not pronouncedly in favor of the investigation, and no one 
else has heard anything of a different kind. It has gone 
through this Chamber in such a way that every man knows
must know if he does not shut his ears and eyes and if all his 
senses are not dead-that it is the fixed purpose of the Senate 
to order this investigation. That question is already settled. 
It was ~ttled from the beginning. '!'he only thing we have to 
deal with, therefore, relates to the committee to be selected to 
execute the order of the Senate. I have already said I regard 
that as a matter of comparatively minor importance. That is 
a question we should have settled long ago and settled within 
an hour. I can not conceive it to be possible that the Senate 
could send out a committee on this mission that would not 
honorably discharge the duty devolved upon it. Mr. President, 
I have heard utterances here to-day that have stirred the very 
depths of my indignation-utterances impugning the integrity 
and honor of the Senate. I do not believe that the Senate of 
the United States is made up of dishonorable men. A charge 
of that kind-even an insinuation to that effect, however 
covertly made-is wanton, unwarranted, and unworthy. A 
dishonest man may find his way into the Senate, as he may into 
the church or into any organized body, but I believe that sort 
of thing to be rare and exceptional. I do not believe that the 
Senate of the United States deserves to be spoken of on this 
floor or elsewhere in such terms of opprobrium and reproach 
as imputes a lack of integrity in its membership. Why, sir, are 
the Senators who surround me while I speak dishonest men? 
Sitting here three feet in front of me is the junior Senatol.'I from 
Oregon [Mr. CHAMBERLAIN], if he will pardon me for so point
edly mentioning his name in this connection. Does any man 
question that this Senator or that either of the Senators from 
Oregon is an honorable and high-minded public servant? I see 
here at my side the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. SHIVELY]', 
and a little farther away I see his colleague [Mr. KERN]. Are 
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not these honorable men and faithful representatives? What 
would the people o.f Indiana say to that? And what do the 
_people of the other States say as to the personal integrity of 
the men they have colilillissioned to this great assembly? The 
people of each State personally know the ~n they send to the 
Senate, and the voters, no matter which party is in the ascend
ancy, will not elect any mun to the Senate they do not believe to 
be honest; and in this respect I believe the people of all the 
States and all the parties are alike. A bad man may find his 
way into the Senate, or a man may become bad after he gets 
to the Senate, but such cases are, as I have said, rare· and ex
ceptionJll The Senate a s a body is composed, and always has 
been composed, of honorable and high-minded men. I will not 
stand on this floor and seek to put upon the American Senate 
the brand of dishonor. These Senators ar<>und me here are not 
men so dishonest, unfaithful, and unpatriotic that they should 
be scourged from this floor as were the money changers from 
the temple. For myself I have faith in the patriotism and 
honor of the American Senate and in the personnel and official 
integrity of American Senators. Evils exist undoubtedly-evils 
that cry aloud for remedies. The Senate is largely responsible 
for these evils, and it is slow in granting relief; but these evils 
are chiefly the -0utgrowth of bad economic systems and policies 
and not of official dishonesty and betrayal by individual Sena
t:ors. 

Mr. President, when we first began to consider the appoint
ment of this investigating committee I myself thought it would 
be better to appoint a. special committee composed of Senators 
.sworn in at the beginning of this session. This was not because 
I had any doubt about the integrity of the standing Committee 
on Privileges and Elections, to which .such matters are ordina
rily referred, but because I felt that it would be in some respects 
better to send out a committee composed of men who had not 
expressed-at lea.st officially expressed-any opinion on the ca.se. 
I did not deem that to be of vital importance, however, although 
I was ratller Gtrongly inclined to that view as being perhaps 
the most satisfactory solution of the committeeship question. 
Another suggestion I heard made I thought equally as good, 
namely, that the committee should be composed in part of Sen
ators who had voted for LoRIMEB at the .former hearing and in 
()art of Senators who ·rnted against him, dividing them equally. 
In fact., Mr. President, I have always been ready to accept any 
committee so ronstituted as to command respect and confidence 
and that had nothing sinister .in appearance. This matter 
ought to have been easily and satisfactorily disposed of without 
controversy. It is not a seemly thing to see the Senate 
wrangling over the personnel of a committee cliosen for a work 
of this character. In a matter of this kind I act not as a par
tisan bnt as a judge. I do not like the notion of organizing a 
committee like this with any thought of securing an advantage 
®e way -0r the other. All I want-and all any of us should 
want-is a -committee that will go out and get the testimony 
and report it baek as speedily as possible, so that we may take 
up this case and finally dispose of it. Mr. President, there is 
no good sense in this controversy. We are simply making much 
out of nothing, or next to nothing. The question which has 
been raised here, involving a want of confidenee in the .Com
tnittee on Privileges and Elections, ought nenr to have been 
raised. It is most unfortunate. But that question has been 
raised, and it ha.s been .emphasized with blunt directness in 
speeches ma.de here to-day. I had not intended to say a word 
about this matter until these utterances here this afternoon. 
But now I feel constrained to say that I am unwilling to cast 
.a vote that in itself would be an expression of a want of con
(idenee tn the ()ommittee on Privileges and Elections. I will 
not do it, because I have confidence in the committee. There 
are too many high-minded and honorable men on that committee 
t.o cast such a reflection upon them. Th~ utterances to which 
we have listened here to-day can only be interpreted as a re
proach of that committee-not only a reproach, but an expres
sion of absolute want of confidence in the integrity of the com
mittee. I think these utterances were altogether ill timed, un
fortunate, l:}.nd undeserved, and I run unwilling to cast any vote 
that would appear to be in approval of them. 

I had nothing to do with the introduction of the resolution 
offered by the Sena.tor from Vrrginia [Mr. MARTIN]. I was not 
consulted about it. I knew Qf it only when it was presented and 
read to this body. I was not at the time altogether satisfied 
with the form of the resolution, and after it was offered and 
tJie matter had taken that shape I would have preferred to send 
tlle whole matter to the Committee on Privileges and Elections 
with instructions to report back to the Senate such recom
mendation as the committee thought proper and expedient. I 
thought by doing tbat the Senate would still retain full control 
of the matter, and I thought that that disposition <>f the matter 

wollld be satisfactory to everybody. I prepared a resolution to 
that effect, an.d consulted with several Senators about offering 
it, but most of them thought it better to leave the matter as it 
was, rather than add to the confusion by another resolution, 
and so I did not offer it. I yielded to the judgment of those 
who had given more attention to the subject than I, and besides 
I did not consider it of great importance whether the matter 
should be disposed of in the one way or the other. 

Now, sir, it is said there is an agreement or understanding, 
expressed or implied, that the Committee on Privileges and 
Elections will not make the investigation, but will report back 
recommending the appointment of a special committee of eight 
Senators, to be selected from the Committee on Privileges and 
Elections, four to be Senators who voted for L<JBilIER on the 
former hearing and four to be Senators who voted against him 
or ot new Senators who have not voted at all. Senators who 
are dissatisfied with anything and everything they do not 
themselves propose haTe spoken in disparagement of that agree
ment. Suppose there is such an agreement, what of it? Is it 
not an agreement in the interest of justice, right, and fair play? 
For myself I do not want a committee having a majority of 
men who Toted for LoRIYER three months ago; neither do I 
want a committee having a .majority of men who "\'Oted against 
him. I do not want a committee so constituted that a ma
jority of its members would start upon this imestigation with 
fixed impressions, already officially expressed, that LoRIMEB 
is either guilty or innocent. I want neitller the one nor the 
other. I want a committee that will be as nearly representative 
and impartial as it is possible to be made. Does any Senator 
desire any other kind of committee? Would not a committee 
made up of eight Senators, four of whom voted for LoRilIEB 
and four of whom :voted against him or did not vote at an, be 
a fair and representative committee? Do you want something 
that is not fair, honorable, and right? Do you want a com
mittee to start out with the case prejudged? Senators, we 
are dealing with a grave question, one that involves even more 
than the life of a man, for it involves his honor, as well as the 
good name of a great State. We should proceed in such a way 
that it can never be said that we forgot or ignored the rules of 
fair dealing among men. I repeat, I want a committee made 
up of fair men-an impartial and representative committee
and I want nothing else. A committee of that kind can be 
made up in more ways than one. A committee made up o:f 
new Senators, who have not v-0ted or spoken at an, would be a 
fair committee, and, as I have said, I felt inclined at the be
ginning, and until these new and most unfortunate collateral 
issues were injected, to favor a committee of that kind. But, 
Mr. President, when Senators rise here and undertake to say, 
whether directly or by insinuation, that the Committee on Privi
leges and Elections is not entitled to the confidence and respect 
of the Senate, I will not cast a vote that would seem to sanc
tion or give countenanee to that assault. I am content to send 
this matter to the Committee on Privileges and Elections, and 
I had rath~r send it there than to cast any reflection on the 
committee. The Senator from Vermont [Mr. DILLINGHAM], the 
chairman of the committee, is an honorable man, and I have 
faith that he will carry out any understanding he has with the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. MARTIN]. If it is understood, as 
I have been assured it is understood, that a. special committee 
of eight Senators is to be recommended, and to be constituted 
in the way I have indicated, I am satisfied. I can see no possi
ble objection to that. It would be in all respects a fair commit
tee, and that is enough. I do not care to waste time in quar
reling over indifferent and immaterial things. It is results I 
am looking for, and if the final outcome is satisfactory I am 
content. No man under the dome which spans the universe 
can say ~t a committee c-0mposed of four men who voted for 
LoBIMER and four who voted against him or did not vote at all 
is not a fair committee. Any man who would say anything 
else is not a fair man, and his opinion would. be of no conse
quence to me. 

Mr. · President, I am going to vote for the resolution offered 
by the Senator from Virginia. I am going to vote for it in the 
faith and with the understanding that the Committee on Privi
leges and Elections, being practically unable, acting as a whole, 
to carry on the investigation, will report a recommendation for 
the appointment of a special committee, composed as the Sena
tor from Virginia [Mr. MARTIN] has indicated. T.he arrange
ment is an honorable and proper one, and I expect it to be car
ried out. The Committ-ee on Privileges and Elections is com
posed of honorable men ; they will do what they ought to do, 
and I am willing to· trust them. 

Mr. President, there is another reason why I shall support 
the resolution offered by the Senator from Virginia, ancl that 
is a reason that should strongly appeal to every Democratic 



1680 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE. JUNE 1, 

Senator. The Senator from Virginia is the chairman of the 
Democratic caucus, and is therefore ex officio our titular leader. 
We also have a steering committee, of which the Senator from 
Vil·ginia is also ex officio the chairman. This steering com
mittee represents the official organization of the Senate Democ
racy. Because of the complications that have arisen here about 
this investigation the Democratic steering committee saw 
proper, and I think wisely, to take up the subject and consider 
it. It was not the purpose of the steering committee to give 
to this subject a partisan aspect, for it is a subject which can 
not be honorably considered in a partisan way, but for the 
purpose of bringing the Democratic minority, which now com
prises nearly one-half the Senate, to such a consideration of 
the subject as would aid in securing a just and fair determina
tion of it. As a result of that conference of the steering com
mittee the Senator from Virginia offered the resolution now 
pending before the Senate. Moreover, a conference of all Dem
ocratic Senators was called to consider this matter, and that 
conference determined that the resolution of the Senator :kom 
Virginia should be supported, provided that an arrangement 
could be made or an understanding b.ad that a fair and impar
tial special committee-one that would challenge universal 
comm.endation-should finally be appointed. I am not a mem
ber of the steering committee and I did not attend the party 
caucus or conference to which I have referred, but I state the 
case as it has been reported to me. I do know that a second 
or subsequent conference was called and held, which I did at
tend, and I do know that the final action of that conference 
was in accord with the action taken by the previous confer
ence. Mr. President, I am a Democrat and a party man. I 
am an organization Democrat, not a disorganizer. I believe in 
party organization, for if we have no parties I know of no 
means or agency through which men having the same views, or 
substantially the same views, on great and vital public ques
tions can work together and cooperate so as to make their 
efforts effective. I want to see the Democrats of the Senate 
stand together. The Democrats of the House have set us a 
most inspiring example in this · regard-an example )Ve would 
do well and wisely to follow." I do not want to see the Demo
crats of the Senate break up into factions and tear at each 
others' throats, particularly over comparatively indifferent and 
immaterial things. I appeal to you, my Democratic friends, to 
stand by our own organization and support its recommenda
tions, and especially so when its recommendations do not in
volve any vital and · far-reaching question against which your 
conscience makes a protest. If we would maintain an effective 
organization, we can not afford to be individually dogmatic and 
refuse to cooperate with our party unless we can have our own 
individual way. That would be the policy of rule or ruin and 
would be absolutely destructive of party organization and all 
hope of party cohesion. We must have some regard for the 
views and sentiments of each other and strive to reach a com
mon ground of agreement. To that end we should be willing 
to make reasonable concessions, and cheerfully make them, 
wb.enever concessions do not involve a vital principle which 
deeply concerns the public welfare. We should remember that 
the only well-grounded hope we can have of working effectively 
to accomplish ends is by cooperation through our party agen~ies. 
If we split into factions and war against each other about 
every little thing that comes along we will dissipate our oppor
tunities and accomplish nothing of practical value. My party 
organization having determined upon the course outlined by 
our floor leader, the Senator from Virginia, I shall suppart _it, 
confident in the belief that a satisfactory result will be 
achieved. Others may do as they please, but, as for me. I 
shall stand by my own flag and follow my own party leader
ship in preference to standing under some·other flag and fol-. 
lowing some other leadership. 

The Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FOLLETTE] has talked 
much to-day, as he often does, about the bad things going on in 
the country. He denounced with his usual vehemence the trusts 
and great combines, and cried ~mt for reform in the prevailing 
economic conditions, which he declares are injuring the country 
and the people. In the main I agree with him about all that. 
We Democrats have been saying substantially the same things 
and crying aloud for substantially the same reforms for lo ! 
these many days. For years we have denounced the very things 
the honorable Senator so eloquently denounces and about which 
he becomes so righteously indignant. ·The trouble about the 
Senator from Wisconsin and his immediate associates is that 
"they content themselves with denunciatory oratorical out
bursts and fruitless declamations. If they mean business why 
do not they come over into the Democratic Party, which is a 
great and powerful organization, and help us accomplish at 
least some of the things that ought to be accomplished; but 
they will not come to us nor lend us any effective aid. Instead 

of doing that, these 12 or 13 Senators, banded together in a 
little alliance of so-called progressive Republicans, stand aloo:t 
and content themselves with hurling philippics and jeremiads in 
the face of the majority-the controlling and dominating ma
jority-of their own party. If they mean business why do they 
not come with us and go with us to accomplish results? They 
break away from their own party, but they refuse to join 
their efforts with ours. The reciprocity bill is now before the 
Finance Committee and I hope will soon be before the Senate. 
We also have the so-called farmers' free list before the Finance 
Committee, and in a few days the Democratic House will 
send over to the Senate a revision of the woolen schedule, and 
a little later will send other bills revising the cotton schedule 
an.a the steel schedule. The Senator from Wisconsin is a mem
ber of the Committee on Finance. Will he help us to put these 
bills, or any of them, through the Finance Committee? Will 
lle or his associates help us to pass any of these bills when 
the committee reports them to the Senate? I venture the 
doleful prophecy that they will not They stand on thi8 floor 
and shout voluble, vigorous, and vehement denunciations 
against the iniquities of our high-protection laws, and in doing 
that they do splendidly and talk like Democrats; but when 
it comes to doing real, practical things they not only turn 
their backs on the high protectionists of their party, but they 
refuse to a.tfiliate or cooperate with Democrats in the work o:t 
amending the tariff laws and bringing about the reforms they 
clamor for. They simply stand otf by themselves and talk. For 
myself I want these gentlemen to be one thing or another-" to 
fish or cut bait." I confess to a growing feeling of weariness 
over this thing of men denouncing everything and everybody, 
but when it comes to doing something practical they throw 
their opportunities away and vanish. I am growing weary 
of the habit these distinguished Senators have fallen into o:t 
telling us Democrats that they will work with us if we will 
permit them to arrange the whole program and assume the _ 
undisputed leadership, and will work with us in no other way. 
They declare that the high-protection policy of the Republican 
Party furnishes an opportunity for commercial pirates t~ carry 
on, under color of law, a refined species of grand larceny, and 
they are right in that. They say they stand for lowering the 
customs duties and for revising the tariff downward. Just 
how much they would lower the rates or just how far down
ward they would revise the tariff I do not know, and they do 
not tell us. They will no~ act with us nor yet tell us frankly 
just what they want .All we know is that they are equally 
opposed to a protective tariff and a revenue tariff. They de
nounce the present rates as too high, but how much lower they 
would consent to make the rates they do not deign to advise us. 
Is it possible that they are opposed to grand larceny, but look 
with complaisance on petit larceny? I am against larceny of 
either kind. I am opposed to plundering the people either in 
a large way or a smaller way. I am for a revenue tariff
that is a tariff no higher than is necessary to raise needed 
revenu~ for the support of the Government. When these bills 
are brought before the Senate I shall strive to develop the 
attitude of this small heroic band of so-called progressive Re
publicans. I am going to try .to find out whether they will pull 
with us or whether they will pull off and say, "No; we can 
not go with you, nor can we go with the regulars of our own 
party but we would like to have you Democrats come over 
and put yourselves under our tutelage and guardianship." I 
shall also be curious to observe what effect that kind of appeal 
will have on Senators on this side of the Chamber. I am appre
hensive that these insurgents over there are ambitious to inocu
late this side of the Chamber with that spirit of factionalism 
which so distinguishes the other side. It would really be a 
fine achievement if they could decoy a lot of Democratic 
Senators into their camp and teach them the art and inspire 
them with a passion for destroying effective party organ!· 
zation. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President.-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis

souri yield to the junior Senator from Idaho? 
Mr. STONE. Certainly. 
Mr. BORAH. Can the Senator from Missouri inform us how 

the Democrats stand as to unanimity on the reciprocity agree-
ment'/ ' 

Mr. STONE. I think most of them are for it. It is possible 
that a small minority are against it. 

Mr. BAILEY. If the Senator from Missouri will permit me, 
I should like to volunteer to the Senator from Idaho the infor
mation that when we get to the woolen schedule, which is a 
real party test, we will all vote the same way. 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. So will we. 
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Mr. STONE. Yes; so you will [laughter]; you will all vote 

against it. 
Mr. BAILEY. I wowd like to ·see the credentials of the 

Senator who says they will all vote together on that side. 
Mr. SMI'l'H of Michigan. I volunteered the suggestion, and 

stand by it. 
Mr. BAILEY. I did not ask for the identity; I asked for 

the credentials. , 
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I did not ask for any credentials 

on that side. 
l\Ir. BORAH. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis

souri yield further to the Senator from Idaho? 
l\1r. STONE. As long as the Senator desires. 
Mr. BORAH. I wanted to ask the Senator from Texas if 

that includes Mr. Bryan? 
Mr. BAILEY. As Mr. Bryan is not a Member of the Senate, 

it was not necessary to include him. 
Mr. BORAH. I am not sure that Mr. Bryan is not effectively 

a Member of Congress, and he is certainly a large part of the 
party. . 

Mr. BAILEY. I am sure he is not legally a Member. It is 
not proper to refer in this body to what transpires in the House 
of Representatives, but I think the Senator from Idaho will 
find that the woolen schedule will not be made according to 
Mr. Bryan's views, and I am indulging the hope that it will be 
so made that the Senator from Idaho will vote for it. Can he 
comfort me by an assurance on that point? 

Mr. BORAH. I am unable to extend the comfort until I see 
the schedule. 

Mr. BAILEY. It will be better than the existing law, which 
so many ot your own party have denounced. 

Mr. BORAH. The conditions which confront our friends on 
the other side of the Chamber are not so specific or so certain 
as to enable us to know Just where we are going in case of a 
desire to go with you. 

Mr. BAILEY. I will tell the Senator from Idaho what I 
will agree to do. If we can not pass our bill and he will write 
one better than the existing law, and then give us enough in
surgent votes to pass it, we will vote for it. Will the Senator 
agree to that proposition? 

Mr. BORAH. I might agree to that; but the thing I am 
most interested in is to discover the extent of the harmony 
which is being discussed upon the Democratic side this after
noon. 

Mr. STONE. The Senator from Idaho seems to be more 
interested in the question of harmony on this side than in the 
passage of legislation for the relief of the people. I am not 
surprised at the Senator's absorbing interest in Democratic 
harmony. 

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, we have had considerable dif
ficulty over here because of the lack of harmony, and, as we are 
invited over on the Democratic side, we want to be sure that 
we do not j_ump from the frying pan into the fire. 

Mr. STONE. Well, some of you are striving to create the 
same state of inharmony on this side that you have over there, 
and that seems to be your chief interest in the Democratic 
Party. When it comes to kicking up a row, I invite you to 
stay on your own reservation. I want the Defnocrats in this 
Senate to stand together as a solid, cohesive, aggressive body, 
instead of permitting themselves to be misled by influences 
that are not intended for the promotion of Democratic success. 

Mr. BORAH. That would be an extraordinary and com
forting position for our Democratic friends to occupy, even for 
a short time. 

Mr. STONE. You mean harmony? 
.Mr. BORAH. Yes; harmony. 
Mr. STONE. I think we are reasonably harmonious. 
Mr. BORAH. I think it is true that the Senator from Mis

souri holds the harp, but I doubt if the others are dancing to 
the tune. 

Mr. STONE. As to that we can only wait and see. 
l\Ir. BORAH. The Senator from Idaho is willing to wait. 
Mr. STONE. I am not prophesying, but I invite the Senator 

to be patient. 
Mr. BORAH. But we do not want this invitation urged too 

much until the harmony is established. 
Mr. STONE. We will let the invitation stand, although we 

are without much hope of its acceptance under any circum
stances. 

Mr. President;, I do not think I care to add anything further 
to what I have said. I shall vote for the Martin resolution, 
because I believe-yes; because I have the utmost confidence-
that a result will be worked out under that resolution that will 
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be satisfactory to every man who asks only for fair play. That 
is all I care to say. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the sub
stitute submitted by the Senator from Virginia [Mr. MARTIN] 
for the resolution offered by the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. 
LA FOLLETTE]. 

Mr. CUMMINS. l\Ir. President, I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. -
Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I want to say, Mr. President, that 

this is an important vote. I am going to vote for the resolu
tion of the Senator from Virginia because it provides that the 
Committee on Privileges and Elections shall sit together and 
try this case. I hope they will sit in Washington and summon 
witnesses here, where, if they refuse to produce their books or 
refuse to testify, they can be tried under contempt proceedings 
by this body. In that respect, I think, the resolution is 
stronger, more far-reaching, and meritorious than the resolu
lution of the Senator from Wisconsin, and I am going to vote 
for it. The committee ar.e all honorable, high-minded men, and 
the resolution especially directs an inquiry into the collateral 
questions not specifically enjoined on the first investigation, 
and I have no doubt the work will be well done and that the 
whole truth will be ascertained for our guidance. We do not 
ask for the rule of law applicable in such cases; we ask·for the 
facts, and we will supply the rules of law in our final considera
tion of the entire subject when a report shall reach the Senate. 
I disagreed with the committee before on the rule to be ap
plied, and reserve the right to do so again if, in my judgment, 
that course seems necessary or wise in order to reach a just 
and honest verdict. 

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. FLETCHER (when :Mr. BRYAN'S name was called). My 

colleague [Mr. BRYAN] is unavoidably detained from the Senate 
on account of serious illness in his family. 

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). I have a 
general pair with the senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. 
TILLMAN], but I have been released from that pair upon this 
question and upon all others growing out of it. I shall there
fore vote. I vote " yea." 

Mr. McCUMBElR (when his name was called). I have a gen
eral pair with the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr. PERCY], 
but I have a letter from that Senator authorizing me to dis
regard my pair in this case for reasons specified by him in the 
letter. I therefore vote. _I vote "yea." 

Mr. MYERS (when his name was called). On this propo
sition I am paired with the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
PAYNTER]. If he were present, he would vote "yea," while I 
would vote "nay." Being paired with him, I refrain from 
voting. 

Mr. BACON (when Mr. O'GoRMAN's name was called). · I 
was requested by the Senator from New York [Mr. O'GoRMAN], 
who has left the city, to announce that he has arranged a pair 
on this question with the Senator from California [Mr. WoRKS]. 
If he were present, the Senator from New York would vote 
"yea," and the Senator from California will doubtless an
nounce as to his own vote. 

Mr. STONE (when l\Ir. REED'S name was called). My col
league [Mr. REED] was called unexpectedly from the city and 
we have not been able to arrange a pair for him. If he were 
present, I am authorized to say that he would vote "yea." 

Mr. DU PONT -(when Mr. RICHARDSON'S name was called). 
My colleague [Mr. RICHARDSON] on this question is paired with 
the junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr. SMITH]. If he 
were present and free to vote, my colleague would vote "yea." 

Mr. CULBERSON (when the name of Mr. SMITH of South 
Carolina was called). 'The Senator from South Carolina [Mr • 
SMITH] is paired with the Senator from Delaware [:Mr. RICH
ARDSON], and has asked me to make that announcement. 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia (when Mr. SWANSON'S name was 
called). The junior Senator from Virginia [:Ur. SWANSON] 
is unavoidably absent from the city . . He is paired with the 
junior Senator from Michigan [?iir. TOWNSEND]. If he were 
present, the junior Senator from Virginia would vote" yea." 

Mr. FOSTER (when Mr. THORNTON'S name was called). My 
colleague [Mr. THORNTON] is unavoidably absent on public 
business. If he were present, he would vote " yea." 

Mr. SMITH of Michigan (when Mr. TOWNSEND'S name was 
called). My colle;igue [Mr. TOWNSEND] is unavoidably absent. 
If present, he would vote " yea." 

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming (when Mr. WARREN'S name was 
called). My colleague [Mr. WARREN] is unavoidably ab.sent 
from the city. He is paired with the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. THORNTON]. My colleague if present would vote " yea._" 
He desired me to make that announcement. 
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Mr. WORKS (when his name was called). On this question 
I am paired with the junior Senator from New York IMr. 
O,GonMAN] and therefore withhold my vote. If he were 
present the Senator from New York would vote "yea" and I 
should Tote "'nay.0 

· 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. BAOON (after having voted in the affirmative). .Mr. 

President, before the vote is announced I desire to say that I 
have a ·general pair with the senior Senator from .Maine [Mr. 
FRYE]. As I have voted ·I think it proper to say that I have 
done so in accordance with his permission. 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN (after having T"Oted in the negative). 
I have a general pair with the junior Senator from Pennsyl
l"B.nin. fMr. OLIVER]. I am just advised that he has not voted, 
nnd I therefore withdraw my Tote. I undeTsta.nd that if the 
junior Senator from Pennsylvania were present he would vote 
'"'yea." 

Mr. GORE (after having v-0ted in the negative). I am ad
vised thnt the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr. SMITH] is 
absent from the city. I have a pair with him upon this vote. 
If oo were present he would vote~' yea." I have voted "nay," 
but on account of the pair I withdraw my vote. 

Mr. SMITH of .Mi{!bigan. Mr. President, I did not under
-stand whether the Senator from Virginia announced that his 
colleague [.Mr. SWANSON] would have voted "yea" or "nay/' 

.Mr . . MARTIN of Virginia. The junior Senator from Virginia, 
if present, would have voted "yea." 

Mr. S HTH of Michigan. . I understood the senior Senator 
from Virginia to say that the junior Senator from Virginia was 
paired with the junior Senator from Michigan IMr. TOWNSEND]. 
The junior Senator from Michigan is not present, being unavoid
ably absent, and, as I have unnouneed, if present he would have 
voted " yea " ; so that the pair does not stand, as I understand. 

l\Ir. MARTIN of Virginia. Both are absent and it does not 
nff ect the vote. 

The .result was announced-yeas 48, nays 20, as follows: 

Bacon 
Bailey 
Bradley 
Brandegee 
Burnham 
Burton 
Chilton 
Clark, Wyo. 
Clarke, Ark. 
Crane 
Culberson 
Cullom 

Borah 
Bourne 
Bristow 
Brown 
Cl.a.pp 

YEAS-48. 
Curtis 
Dillingham 
du Pont 
Fletcher 
Foster 
Gallinger 
Gamble 
Guggenheim 
Heyburn 
Johnson, Me. 
Johnston, Ala. 
Jones 

Kern 
Lippitt 
Lo.dge 
Mccumber 
McLean 
Mn.rtin, Va. 
Nelson 
Nixon 
Overman 
Page 
Penrose 
Rayner 

NAYS-20. 
Crawford Hitchcock 
Cummins Kenyon 
Davis La Follette 
Dixon Lea 
Gronna Martine, N. J. 

NOT VOTING-23. 
Bankhead Lorimer Reed 
Brig~ Myers Richardson 
"Bryan O'Gorman Smith, Md. 
Chamberlain Oliver Smith, S. <C. 
Frye Paynter Smoot 
Gore Percy Swanson 

Root 
Shively 
Simmons 
Smith, Mich. 
Stephenson 
Stone 
Sutherland 
Taylor 
Terrell 
Watson 
Wetmore 
Willia.ms 

New lands 
Owen 
Perkins 
Poindexter 
Pomerene 

Thornton 
Tillman 
Townsend 
Warren 
Works 

So the substitute of Mr. l\IARTIN of -Virginia for the resolu
tion of Mr. LA FOLLETTE was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFIOER. The question now is on agree
i.pg to the resolution as amended. 

The resolution as amended was agreed to. 
The preamble of the substitute resolution was agreed to. 

.AD;JOURNMENT TO MONDAY. 
Mr. LODGE. I move that when the Senate adjourns to-day, 

it adjourn to meet on Monday next at 12 o'clock. 
Mr. STONE. Mr. President, thn.t is not a debatable mo

tion--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not a debatable motion. 
Mr. STONE. But I very much object to it. We ought to go 

on and do some business. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to 

the motion made by the Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. What is the m·otion? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That when the Senate adjourns 

to-day, it adjourn to meet on Monday next at 12 o'clock 
meridian. The question is on that motion. 

Mr. MARTIN of Virginia and Mr. CLARKE of Arkansas. Let 
us have the yeas and nays. • 

'The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded 
to call the roll. • 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN {when his name was ealled). I de
sire to announce niy pair With the junior Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. OLIVER]. If h~ we-re present, I shduld vot~ "~nay." 

Mr. GUGGENHEIM (when his name was called). I have 
a general pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
PAYNTER], who is unavoidably detained. So I withhold my vote. 

The roll rall was concluded. .... 
The result was announeed-yeas 43, nays 24., as follows: 

"Bacon 
Borah 
Bourne 
Bradley 
Brandegee 
Bristow· 
Brown 
Burnham 
Burton 
Clark, Wyo. 
Crane 

Bailey 
Chilton 
Clapp 
Clarke, Ark. 
Culberson 
Fletcher 

Crawford 
Cullom 
Cummins 
Curtis 
Dillingham 
Dixon 
du Pont 
Foster 
Galling€r 
Gamble 
Gronna 

YIDAS-43. 
Heyburn 
Johnson, Me. 
Johnston, Ala. 
Jones 
La Follette 
Lippitt 
Lodge 
McCumber 
McLean 
Nelson 
Page 

NAYS-24. 
Gore Uyers 
Hitchcock New lands 
Kern Overman 
Lea Owen 
Martin, Va.. Rayner 
Martine, N. J. Shively 

NOT YOTING-24. 
Bankhead Guggenheim Paynter 
Brig~ Kenyon Percy 
Bryan Lorimer Reed 
Chamberlain Nixon Richardson 
Davis O'Gorm.an Smith, Md. 
Frye Oliver Smith, S. C. 

So Mr. L<:lDGE's motion was agreed to. 

Penrose 
Perkins 
Poindexter 
Pomerene 
R.oot 
Smith, Mich. 
Stephenson 
Sutherland 
Taylor 
Wetmore 

Simmons 
Stone 
Terrell 
Watson 
Williams 
Works. 

Smoot 
Swanson 
Thornton 
Tillman 
Townsend 
Warren 

l\Ir. LODGE. I move that the Senate adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o'clock and 40 minutes 

p. m.) the Senate adjourned until Monday, June 5, 1911, at 
12 o'clock meridian. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 

FmnAY, June .~, 1911. 
The House met at 12 o'clock m. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., as 

follows: 
Our Father in heave~ draw us by Thy loving kindness and 

tender mercies close to Thee, that we may partake of the 
bread which cometh down from above, drink from the fount.a.in 
of all good, breathe the purer atmosphere of heaven, and feel 
the thrill of eternal life; be r:efreshed, purified, ennobled, 
strengthened for the daily ta.sks of life ; measure up to the 
highest ideals of manhood and grow day by day into the like
ness of our Maker. In the spirit of the Lord Jesus Christ. 
Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, May 30, 1911, 
was read and approved. 

SWEARING IN OF A ME.MBER. 

The SPEAKER. The Member elect from Pennsylvania, Mr. 
REYBu&N, is here to be sworn in, and the Olerk will read his 
credentials. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, 

EXECUTIVE DEPA.RTME:S.T. 
I do hereby certify that by the provisions of the forty-second section 

of an act of the general assembly of thls Commonwealth, entitled "An 
act rel.a.ting to the elections of this Commonwealth," appro-ved the 2d 
day of July, A. D. 1839, it is made the duty of the governor when the 
returns of any special election for a Member of the House of Repre
sentatives of the United States shall be received by the seeretn.ry of the 
Commonwealth to declare by proclamation the name of the person 
elected, and also to transmit the returns so made to the House of 
Representatives of the United States. 

r d-0 further certify that the attached returns of the special election 
held on Tuesday, the 23d da.y of May, A. D.1911, 1n the second con
gressional district of Pennsylvania, composed of the eighth, ninth, 
tenth thirteenth, fourteenth, fifteenth, twentieth, and thirty-seventh 
wards of the city <>f Philadelphia, for a Member of the House of Rep
rcs:intatives of the United Stnte~~ to fill the vacancy existing in the 
representation of this State 1n me House of Representatlves of the 
Congress of the United States caused by the death of the Hon. Joel 
Cook, is a full, tru~~ and correct copy of the original returns of said 
special election as rued in the office Qf the secretary of the Common
wealth, and by said returns of said special election it appears that 
WILLIAM STUART REYBURN, having received the highest number of 
votes cast for any eand1date voted for at said special election, has 
been duly elected a Member of tlie Sirty-seeond Congress to represeqt 
the said secoml congressional district fo.r t he 1.ille:x:pi.red term of the 
Hon. Joel Cook, who was elected at the general election November- 8, 
A.. D. 1910, for the term of two years. 

And I do further certify that, as requiJ:ed by the aforesaid act of 
the general assembly, I did on the 27th day of Ma~ A. D. 1911, issue 
my proclamation declaring the election of WILLU)! r:>TUA.RT REYBURN, a 
copy ot which proclamation ts hereto attached. r 
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